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Most would agree that schools need to
be restructured to meet the unprecedented
challenges our educational system and our
society are facing. Yet that is where any
real consensus on restructuring ends.
Some argue for increased autonomy and
responsibility for teachers, others call for
increased testing and standardization of
curricula, and still others contend that
schools should be held more accountable
to their clientsstudents and parents.

This book offers a comprehensive exam-
ination of the many varied and often con-
flicting proposals for restructuring schools
that have been put forth to achieve educa-
tional reform. And it provides adminis-
trators, state policymakers, teachers, and
other educators with an understanding of
what can and cannot be achieved through
particular restructuring efforts and of the
role they can play as individuals to make
such efforts succeed.

In original chapters written expressly
for this volume, the authors analyze efforts
proposed to address a range of problems
including high turnover among teachers,
outdated curricula that leave students ill-
prepared for the demands of a technolog-
ical society, and school bureaucracies that
are unresponsive to community needs.
They show what resources are required to
make these efforts successful, the practical
issues each effort would involve, and the
specific implications for administrators,
policymakers, and teachers. And they
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Preface

Since the late 1970s, America has been engaged in a far-reach-
ing debate about the purposes, organization, and performance
of its schools. The debate has been carried out in state legis-
latures, governors' offices, and local school boards across the
country and has included topics ranging from the qualifications
and preparation of teachers to student learning and the content
of the curriculum to testing and the performance of schools.
Lately, part of this debate has begun to focus on a variety of
issues regarding the organization and governance of schools that
pertain to school restructuring.

State and local policymakers, researchers, teachers, and
administrators confront a variety of conflicting points of view
and prescriptions in the debate over school restructuring. One
line of argument, for example, states that schools can improve
only by introducing teaching and learning practices based on
systematic, scientifically validated knowledge. Another point of
view is that schools will improve when educators are given
greater opportunity to exercise skill and judgment and more con-
trol over the conditions of their work. And a third point of view
states that schools must become more accountable to their main
clients students and parentsif they are to become more effec-
tive. These points of view, and others represented in the restruc-
turing debate, present conflicting perceptions of the problems
of American schooling and prescriptions for solving them.
Policymakcrs will be under increasing pressure to choose among
these points of view when designing school improvement policies.
Educators will be under increasing pressure to provide their own
perspectives on the need for organizational reforms and to im-
plement prescriptions expressed in policy. Researchers will find
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themselves increasingly dealing with the consequences of school
restructuring policies as they study the conditions of teaching
and learning in schools.

Restructuring Schools is designed to help policymakers, edu-
cators, and researchers develop a deeper understanding of the
issues of school restructuring and to give greater conceptual
clarity to the terms of the current debate. The authors are ex-
perienced analysts of educational policy and organization who
have studied a variety of attempts at school reform from a variety
of perspectives. They were asked to examine the current debate
on school restructuring as sympathetic critics: to "unpack" the
main ideas behind school restructuring, to anchor these ideas
in current research, and to analyze the consequences of the ideas
for organization and practice in schools. This book is not designed
to provide a simple blueprint for school restructuring. Indeed,
the authors share a distrust of easy solutions and a genuine interest
in the problem solving that must accompany serious and sus-
tained efforts to improve the conditions of teaching and learn-
ing in schools. The book is predicated on the assumption that a
clearer understanding of the issues underlying the school restruc-
turing debate and an exploration of the intellectual roots of cur-
rent attempts at school reform will give policymakers, educators,
and researchers insight into the possible course of reform.

Writing about school restructuring has to date been con-
fined to current periodicals and published proposals by school
reform advocates. While periodicals and reform proposals provide
valuable material for historical accounts of this period of school
reform, they make no pretense to being reflective or analytical, nor
are they necessarily concerned with the conceptual roots of the
debate. In this book we attempt to open up the conceptual side
of the debate and to introduce an inquiry into the nature and
effects of school restructuring. We intend for this inquiry to be
accessible not just to an academic audience but also to those who
have a more immediate and practical interest in the issue.

Audience

Restructuring Schools should serve various purposes for
different audiences. For those who operate in the policymaking
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arena legislators, school board members, and policy staff
the book should serve as a source of ideas to inform policy and
a source of critical reflections to be used in the design of reform
proposals. Deeper understanding of these issues, we believe, will
ultimately lead to more sustained and effective policies toward
school organization and governance. For practitioners teach-
ers, administrators, and allied school personnel the book should
serve as a source of ideas for broadening and deepening the role
of educators in school reform. One message that cuts ;Lcross all
the chapters is that educators will be central actors in school
restructuring. For researchers, the book should serve as a stim-
ulus for inquiry into the central issues of restructuring. All
chapters demonstrate the need for further systematic inquiry
into the premises and effects of changes in school organization
and governance. Overall, we believe the book represents an im-
portant convergence of the interests of policymakers, educators,
and researchers.

Overview of the Contents

The chapters of the book are organized into two main
parts. I believe that the combination of micro- and macro-
perspectives presented here is unique in the literature on school
reform. Following an introductory chapter detailing the political
rationale and theoretical basis for school restructuring, Part One
presents school restructuring from sc ..,eral perspectives, focus-
ing on proposals to change the nature of teaching and learn-
ing, teachers' working conditions, and the relationship between
schools and their clients.

In Chapter Two, Brian Rowan argues that different views
of teaching and learning inspirational as opposed to routinized,
for example lead to different forms of school organization and
control. In order to choose an appropriate structure, Rowan
contends, school reformers must decide what view of teaching
they want it to reflect.

In Chapter Three, Gary Sykes suggests that professional-
ism (as predicated on the authority, regard, resources, and
knowledge that practitioners command) may serve as a basis
for school restructuring, provided that there is an increase in

0 , 1
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teachers collegial accountability, cooperation in the construc-
tion of curriculum, access to sources of information, and latitude
in defining the terms of their own work and at the same time,
a decrease in pressures and mandates originating outside the
school itself.

In Chapter Four, Hendrik Gideonse asks how the inter-
nal structure of schools might be different if they were organized
as places where teachers and students alike engaged in active
inquiry as the main method of teaching and learning. Such a
change, he argues, would result in greater flexibility in schedul-
ing, curriculum structure, and student grouping practices, as
well as more frequent consultations among parents, students,
and teachers.

Susan Moore Johnson, in Chapter Five, takes a critical
look at such recent attempts to reform teachers' work as the
career ladder and merit pay programs. Most reforms, she argues,
fail to take into account either teachers' own conceptions of effec-
tive practice or the practical conditions required to make schools
function effectively. Changing the conditions of teachers' work,
she concludes, is of necessity a school-level process, whose out-
come will vary widely from one school setting to another.

In Chapter Six, Mary Anne Raywid examines two
different approaches to decentralized decision making in schools:
site-based management and client choice. Site-based manage-
ment, she argues, derives essentially from a traditional bureau-
cratic model of control, with modest variations in the
assumptions about where the responsibility for certain decisions
should rest. Client choice models, by contrast, represent a signif-
icant change in the locus of responsibility, because they effec-
tively create different avenues of access to and influence on school
de( isions than the bureaucratic models do.

The discussion of restructuring in Part Two takes into
account the perspective of state and local policymakers and
analyzes the actual experience of selected states and localities.
In Chapter Seven, Jane David reviews the preliminary results
from school districts that have embarked on ambitious restruc-
turing efforts. She finds, among other things, that districts have
started their restructuring efforts with the serious intention of
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changing the conditions of teaching and learning in schools,
rather than of designing special programs for limited impact.
And she observes that restructuring requires both considerable
outlay of resources and creation of broad-based local coalitions
of unions, community activists, and district administrators, as
well as school-level practitioners.

In Chapter Eight, Michael Cohen examines the strategic
problems confronting states that arc undertaking restructuring
initiatives. He argues that in order to succeed, state restructur-
ing initiatives must be tailored to conditions at the school, dis-
trict, and state levels. Schools must focus more clearly on goals
and instructional strategies; districts must focus on increasing
the schools' responsibility for learning, and states must critically
assess overall performance and the capacity to introduce new
practices at the district and school levels.

In the concluding chapter, I consider three possible sce-
narios for the future of school restructuring, ranging from com-
plete transformation of the basic conditions of public schooling,
to adaptive realignment of schools that accommodates new
knowledge and new political forces, to insignificant changes and
a co-optation of restructuring reforms. The outcome of restruc-
turing efforts, I conclude, will hinge on the degree to which
political, community, and professional interests coalesce around
a common agenda.
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ONE

Introduction:
On Changing the Structure
of Public Schools

Richard F. Elmore

The idea of restructured schools has become increasingly im-
portant in recent debates on educational reform. In the current
political language, the "first wave" of recent educational reforms,
extending from the late 1970s to the present, was designed to
focus public education on academic content and to introduce
higher standards for students and teachers. The "second wave,"
extending from the present onward, focuses on fundamental
changes in expectations for student learning, in the practice of
teaching, and in the organization and management of public
schools. Behind the idea of restructured schools is a fragile con-
sensus that public schools, as they are presently constituted, are
not capable of meeting society's expectations for the education
of young people.

The motive for restructuring schools is often couched in
the language of economic competitiveness and material well-
being. A recent issue of Business W e e k ("America's Schools . . . ,"

1988, p. 129), for example, observed: "A new call for school
reform is ringing across ine land. This one is different. The na-
tion's economic problems are being placed at the schoolhouse
door. Economic growth, competitiveness, and living standards
depend heavily on making investments in human capital. That
means attending to the state of America's schools." In order to
sustain our present standard of living and regain our competitive
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position in the world economy, it is argued, we will need a bet-
ter educated work force, which will, in turn, mean that schools
will have to dramatically improve the way they educate all
children.

At other times, the motive for restructuring schools is
stated in the language of demography, equity, and social justice.
The proportion of children living in poverty is increasing, the
argument goes, and these children will have to be well-educated
if they are to attain economic self-sufficiency and support a grow-
ing population of elderly, or our society will face unacceptably
high levels of poverty and dependency. The Carnegie Task Force
on Teaching as a Profession (1986, p. 14) puts the problem this
way: "While it was once possible for people to succeed in this
society if they were simply willing to work hard, it is increas-
ingly difficult for the poorly educated to find jobs. . . . [In addi-
tion], the proportion of the population in the prime working
years will decline steadily in the years to come. . . . This makes
it imperative that all those who are able to work make the max-
imum contribution to the economic well-being of the nation."

Still another motive for restructuring schools arises from
what many perceive to be an emerging crisis of quality in the
teaching force, which will lose a large proportion of current
teachers through attrition or retirement in the next decade. This
teacher turnover will occur during a period of broad changes
in the labor force. Education is losing its claim on the labor pool
from which teachers have traditionally been drawn college-
educated, largely female, often minority, upwardly mobile young
people who now have access to other professional occupations.
If teaching is to regain its competitive position in the labor
market, it is contended, schools will have to become more at-
tractive places to work and the economic rewards of teaching
will have to become competitive with those of other professional
occupations. "The traditions of recruitment, norms of prepara-
tion, and conditions of work in schools have severely hindered
efforts to improve the quality of teaching," the Holmes Group
argues (1986, p. 31).

Taken together, these positions represent a potentially
powerful coincidence of political, business, professional, and
academic interests that could dram- ically affect public cduca-

4: 4.



Introduction 3

tion if they were to act in concert. But this coincidence of in-
terests does not necessarily guarantee a well-articulated policy
agenda for restructuring schools, much less any significant
change in the nature and outcomes of schooling. Not since the
late nineteenth century, when the present organizational con-
tours of mass public education emerged, has the political rhetoric
of school reform been so broad and comprehensive. During the
last major period of school reform, in the 1960s, for example,
policies were designed to secure the benefits of equal access for
excluded minorities. These policies were based on the assump-
tion that most schools were generally effective in preparing stu-
dents for the demands of full participation in society, even if
they often operated in a discriminatory fashion. The present
school reform agenda potentially runs much deeper. Reformers
argue that 3chools are deficient in certain respects for all students,
though they may be worse for some.

While the present reform agenda is potentially more far-
reaching than any other since the emergence of mass public
education, it is also more susceptible to failure for at least three
reasons. First, the very breadth of political support may mean
that the reform movement will lack sufficient specificity and
coherence to have a significant and lasting impact on schools.
The political constituency for restructuring schools is a diffuse
collection of state and local political leaders, local educators who
have managed to change the way schools work in a few ex-
emplary settings, a few leading business executives, a few leaders
of teacher organizations, and a few leaders of major university
schools of education. These groups bring very different political
interests to bear on the question of reform, operate on different
assumptions about the ends to be achieved through reform, and
represent very different constituencies.

Second, past efforts at school reform give little cause for
optimism about the current agenda. Some scholars have ob-
served that school reformers have never had difficulty creating
small islands of exemplary organization and practice or sustain-
ing these small experiments for relatively long periods of time
(Cohen, 1987, 1988; Cuban, 1984; Elmore, 1987; Elmore and
McLaughlin, 1988). The main problem educational reform faces
is that fundamental changes in the conditions of teaching and
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learning seldom reach beyond the islands where they are tried,
into the broader educational system. An irony of education
reform is that during certain periods of history "restructured
schools" have been everywhere and nowhere at the same time.
Public schools have had little difficulty deflecting or co-opting
the best efforts of school reformers.

Third, the current attractiveness of restructured schools
as a theme for educational reform may stem largely from the
lack of definition of what "restructuring" means. School restruc-
turing has many of the characteristics of what political and
organizational. theorists call a "garbage can" (Cohen, March,
and Olsen, 1972; Kingdon, 1984, 75-94); that is, the theme
of restructuring schools can accommodate a variety of conceptions
of what is problematical about American education, as well as
a variety of solutions favored by certain interest groups in search
of problems. As long as the theme of school restructuring is fluid
and unspecified, it functions well as a rallying point for reform-
ers. But once the theme is defined, it may begin to divide rather
than unite diverse political interests. A major policy question
in the debate over restructured schools, to paraphrase Gertrude
Stein's famous line about Oakland, California, is "when you get
there, is there any there there?" That is, is there enough sub-
stance behind restructuring proposals to constitute a reform
agenda, and if there is, what political and practical problems
does the agenda raise?

This book is an attempt to define more clearly what re-
structured schools would mean conceptually, politically, and
organizationally. The chapters in this volume subject the idea
of restructured schools to close analysis, first, by asking what
school restructuring is "about" in fundamental terms; second,
by specifying the assumptions underlying various points of view
about restructuring; third, by speculating about the implica-
tions of different points of view for school organization and
teaching practice; and fourth, by identifying where varying
political interests conflict or converge regarding the meaings of
school restructuring. Our objective in writing these chapters is
to give conceptual and practical depth to the current debate on
school restructuring, rather than to provide a manifesto for the

2(p
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restructuring movement or a recipe for those who would under-
take restructuring. Indeed, the main message of this book is that
school restructuring is 'about" many things, and if the restruc-
turing movement is to have an impact on American education,
its advocates must focus more clearly on the problems raised
by various proposals for restructuring.

These chapters were originally papers written, following
preliminary discussions, for the Policy Forum on New Roles
and tgponsibilities in the Public Schools, sponsored by the
Center for Policy Research in Education in 1987. From the first
series of Policy Forum discussions emerged general agreement
that school restructuring was "about" at least three types of
changes: (1) teaching and learning in schools, (2) conditions of
teachers' work in schools, and (3) the governance and incentive
structures under which schools operate.

In the remainder of this chapter I introduce the major
themes in the political debate over school restructuring, sketch
out the three models of restructuring that emerged from the Pol-
icy Forum, and provide an overview of the chapters that follow.

Political Discourse About School Restructuring

Political debate about school restructuring has centered
on the themes of empowerment, accountability, and academic
learning. Empowerment is a term most often used in connection
with teachers (Maeroff, 1988), but also with some frequency
in connection with schools, or with students and parents. Under-
lying the rhetoric of empowerment is the idea that the growth
of school bureaucracy and obtrusive regulation by federal, state,
and local government has undermined the authority of teachers,
blurred the responsibility of schools toward students and parents,
and deflected attention from the central tasks of teaching and
learning. School restructuring, then, is partly about empower-
ing teachers, students, and parents to play a more influential
role in determining what schools do.

The idea of empowerment raises serious difficulties, which
may explain why it seems to be losing favor as a theme of restruc-
turing. One difficulty is the question of who empowers whom.

2
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There seems to be an assumption that people who currently hold
power state and local bureaucrats, for example should give
it to someone else teachers, for example in the interest of
making schools work more effectively. Many of the people who
are thought to hold power, however, perceive themselves to be
just as powerless as those who are thought to be the beneficiaries
of empowerment. Furthermore, the conditions under which the
transfer of power is to occur are never specified.

A more serious difficulty with the theme of empowerment,
as many people have observed, is that it does not address the
more fundamental question of responsibility. If people are to
be empowered to do things they have not previously done, to
whom are they responsible in the exercise of that power? Teacher
empowerment, for example, implies responsibility to some
broader collectivity, but which? To the "profession" of teaching?
If so, how will the profession organize itself to assert its authority?
To parents and students? If so, how will parents and students
exercise their responsibility in a way consistent with the broader
interests of the community? To the community at large? If so,
how is this responsibility to be expressed institutionally without
recreating school bureaucracy?

As problematical as the idea of empowerment is, it ex-
poses an important problem underlying school restructuring.
As public policymaking affecting schools has increased dramati-
cally over the past two or three decades, schools and school
systems have become more complex, organizationally and polit-
ically (Cohen, 1982). The chief source of this complexity has
been the creation of new teaching and administrative roles and
the growth of organized political interests. These roles and in-
terests have become increasingly institutionalized; they have
become a stable, legitimate presence in policymaking. Hence,
policy choices have increasingly become choices about which
of a variety of institutional interests to empower to solve a prob-
lem (Clune. 1987). Any fundamental change in school organiza-
tion will reverberate through these institutionalized roles and
interests, altering their positions relative to one another. Whether
school restructuring is politically and organizationally feasible,
then, will depend on how clever the advocates of reform arc in
reckoning with those affected by restructuring.
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Another major theme of restructuring is accountability.
Here the underlying assumption is that school bureaucracy has
become so large and complex, the purposes of schooling so
diffuse, and the curriculum so sprawling and unfocused that
schools are no longer accountable for what they accomplish with
students. It has now become commonplace for reformers to cite
as evidence of a looming crisis in American education drop-out
rates of 25 to 60 percent, low academic achievement for a large
proportion of those who remain in school, and the failure of
American schools to keep pace with their European and Japanese
counterparts in the teaching of academic content. School restruc-
turing, then, is partly about holding schools more accountable
for the results they produce with students.

As long as the accountability argument is kept at a high
level of abstraction, it has strong political appeal. The more
specific it becomes, however, the more problematical it is. One
would be hard pressed, for example, to say that American stu-
dents are underevaluated or undertested. Standardized testing is
an enormous economic enterprise in the United States and a very
visible fixture at all levels of schooling. In addition, the prac-
tice of teaching in American schools typically includes regular
assessment of student learning through examinations composed
by teachers and through regular grading of student progress.
In fact, American schools probably test and grade students more
frequently than European schools that produce higher levels of
academic achievement. American schools are also accountable
in other ways. Organized community interests routinely mobilize
to influence course content in local schools (Boyd, 1979). In-
dividual parents routinely intervene with their children's schools
to change teacher assignments or gain special treatment. Federal
and state special education laws mandate specific plans and ac-
countability for students with physical and emotional impair-
ments. In many states, school financing systems require periodic
votes of the citizenry to raise operating revenue for the schools.
These votes usually affect whether a school district will be able
to offer specific academic content or extracurricular activities.
Over the past decade, almost all states have increased their use
of standardized testing as a way of monitoring the performance
of local schools (Richards, 1988; Selden, 1988). Considering these
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multiple sources of accountability, it is difficult to say that schools
are not held accountable for results. It is probably more plausi-
ble to argue that schools are buffeted and pulled in conflicting
directions by numerous forces demanding accountability, and
that their very responsiveness to these forces makes a coherent
internal structure problematical.

Many current reformers seem to assume that schools have
beome less accountable as they have become more complex. It
is just as plausible to argue that schools have become more com-
plex by being more accountable to splintered and conflicting
demands. Whichever of these propositions turns out to be more
accurate, there is an underlying kernel of truth to both account-
ability arguments. If school restructuring does not address the
conflicting demands of accountability, it will probably merely
reproduce the structure that it seeks to ameliorate.

A final theme of school restructuring is academic content.
The scholarly critiques of American schooling that have fueled
the restructuring debate are surprisingly unanimous on a single
point: American schools do a poor job of engaging most students
in serious learning of academic content (Goodlad, 1984; Sizer,
1984; Powell, Farrar, and Cohen, 1985; Sedlak and others,
1986). According to these critiques, classroom activity for the
average student is dull, perfunctory, and disconnected from what
goes on in other classrooms or in the larger community. Teachers
accommodate to the essentially impossible task of engaging large
numbers of students with varying abilities and motivations in
serious learning either by reducing their own expectations for
student learning to minimal levels or by maneuvering themselves
into positions where they are able to teach select homogeneous
groups of students with high academic ability. Students accom-
modate themselves to the boredom and fragmentation of aca-
demic life by disengaging from it and seeking engagement in
the social life of the school or in work outside of school. School
administrators and teachers, the critique continues, have dis-
tanced themselves from any collective responsibility for defin-
ing what every student should know because conflicting external
pressures and difficult internal working conditions make any sus-
tained attention to coherent academic objectives impossible.
School restructuring, then, is partly about orienting schools and
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the people who work in them toward serious, sustained engage-
ment in academic learning.

An important subtheme of engagement in academic learn-
ing is the notion of "higher-order knowledge" or "teaching for
understanding." Critics argue that powerful institutional forces
have combined to reinforce a very limited model of teaching
and learning in most schools. This model has come to be
characterized as "Teaching is telling, knowledge is facts, and
learning is recall" (Cohen, 1988). For most advocates of restruc-
tured schools this model is obsolete, both in terms of what schools
should aspire to in a democratic society and in terms of the kind
of knowledge required to participate in an advanced postindus-
trial economy. The existing model of teaching and learning,
reform advocates argue, should be replaced by one that views
teaching as engaging students in active problem solving, knowl-
edge acquiring both facts and problem-solving strategies, and
learning as deep understanding and active engagement in the
acquisition of new knowledge. This model, the argument con-
tinues, will require very different knowledge and skills on the
part of educators and very different conditions of work in schools.

As a theme of reform, teaching for understanding has
great appeal, since it captures what many philosophers have
described as the purposes of education from Socrates and Aris-
totle, through Rousseau and Jefferson, to Dewey. It is a difficult
idea to oppose in principle. In practice, however, it is highly
problematical. As its advocates freely admit, teaching for under-
standing requires a transformation nc t only of educational prac-
tice but also of knowledge about teaching and learning that
underlies practice. We know only at a rudimentary level, for
example, how to teach basic academic subjects in ways that pro-
mote problem-solving skills rather than factual recall. Further-
more, even at its present rudimentary level, inquiry suggests
that problem-solving skills probably differ significantly depend-
ing on the subject matter area. This difference means that teach-
ing for understanding is not a unitary phenomenon, but one
that has vary different manifestations in different areas of knowl-
edge. If reform advocates are correct in their estimate that most
current teaching practices do not approximate teaching for
understanding, then one might ask how we will get from this
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state to one in which most teachers are equipped with a new
model of practice. The answer in the minds of most reformers
involves simultaneously changing the way teachers are educated,
the conditions in which they work, and the relationship between
research and the practice of teaching. The present reform agenda
is not much more explicit than this, though it will probably
become more so.

An additional problematical aspect of teaching for under-
standing is its implications for reform of the curriculum in the
typical elementary or secondary school. The idea clearly implies
a major consolidation and restructuring of the sprawling and
fragmented curriculum that characterizes most elementary and
secondary schools, where the day is divided into a welter of
twenty- to fifty-minute segments devoted to separate subjects.
Teaching for understanding will presumably require more sus-
tained attention to fewer discrete subjects. This transformation
will have different implications for elementary and secondary
schools. But at both levels it will readily become apparent that
the existing structure of the curriculum is nested in a complex
web of state regulations, local rules and conventions, community
norms, traditional texts and materials, and special interest
politics. Restructuring the school curriculum, in other words,
may lay bare underlying conflicts about the purposes of school-
ing in communities.

Despite these practical problems, the theme of teaching
for understanding captures an important source of public malaise
regarding American schools. In many critics' judgment, Amer-
ican educators have become increasingly inarticulate about what
they are trying to accomplish in schools and increasingly in-
different to public concern about what students need to know
in order to function effectively in a democracy and an advanced
economy. The notion of teaching for understanding is poten-
tially a persuasive way for educators to explain themselves to
their patrons and clients.

Models of Restructured Schools

Political discourse about school restructuring, then, is
organized around at least three main ideas: focusing schools on

3.3
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teaching academic subject matter in ways that promote under-
standing and problem solving, shifting power toward schools
and the people who work in them, and ensuring the account-
ability of educators to their clients and to the broader public.
These purposes have led reformers to focus on three main dimen-
sions of restructuring: (1) changes in the way teaching and learn-
ing occur, or the core technology of schooling; (2) changes in
the occupational situation of educators, including conditions of
entry and licensure of teachers and administrators, and school
structure, conditions of work, and decision-making processes
within schools; and (3) changes in the distribution of power be-
tween schools and their clients, or in the governance structure
within which schools operate. Advocates of restructured schools
seldom distinguish between these three aspects. In fact, most
school reform proposals include combinations of changes on
more than one dimension. The Carnegie report, for example,
proposes changes in teaching designed to increase the profes-
sional stature, autonomy, and material rewards of teachers, with
changes in the governance structure of schools designed to de-
volve decision-making authority onto schools (Carnegie Task
Force on Teaching as a Profession, 1986). The National Gover-
nors' Association proposes many changes, including increases
in teacher compensation, greater parental choice, more indepen-
dence from state and local control for schools that meet perfor-
mance targets, and state takeovers of failing schools (National
Governors' Association, 1986).

While reform proposals frequently address more than one
of these dimensions, it is useful, for analytic purposes, to treat
them separately. (For other examples, see Elmore, 1978, and
Schlechty and Joslin, 1981). As we shall see, changes on one
dimension are not necessarily consistent with changes on others.
Furthermore, choosing one dimension over the others as a point
of departure for school restructuring can have very different im-
plications for both the process of reform and the results one can
expect. If school restructuring is to work, reformers will have
to confront the tensions between these dimensions.

To provide an analytical treatment of school restructur-
ing, I shall define three models corresponding to the three leading
dimensions of current restructuring proposals. I shall outline

33
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the key assumptions behind each model and discuss the implica-
tions of each model for the nature and process of restructuring.
After treating each model separately, I shall discuss the prob-
lems of design and implementation associated wi -h comprehen-
sive restructuring proposals that attempt to combine models.

Model 1: Reforming the Core Technology of Schools. If a
major purpose of restructuring is to transform teaching and
learning, then restructuring can be thought of as bringing the
structure of classrooms and schools into conformity with the best
available knowledge about teaching and learning. At the center
of this model are the following assumptions:

Teaching and learning should be structured by scientific
knowledge, which consists of theories subjected to empirical
verification using agreed-upon methods of inquiry.
Teaching and learning entail certain predictable technolo-
gies types of adult-student interaction, definitions of sub-
ject matter, grouping practices, ways of organizing time,
and so forth which can be defined, translated into prac-
tice, and deployed in a variety of ways to achieve certain
types of results for certain types of students in certain types
of settings.
At the classroom level, restructuring consists of finding the
appropriate combination of technologies for a given set of
conditions and implementing those technologies through
changes in teaching practice.
At the school level, restructuring consists of managing re-
sources and organizational structures in order to increase
the likelihood that the most effective technologies will be
employed.

In the technical model, then, restructuring consists of
deploying scientific knowledge in the service of educational ob-
jectives. It is not necessary to assume, as reformers often do,
that there is a single best technical model, or a single set of
generic skills that characterize "good" teaching regardless of type
of student, community setting, subject matter, and the like. It
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is simply necessary to assume that the relevant aspects of tech-
nology, setting, student attributes, and content can be defined,
so that reasonable cause-and-effect relationships between them
can be established through inquiry.

The technical view holds out the prospect that relatively
straightforward changes in specified factorsuse of time, group-
ing practices, sequencing, and so forth can result in major
changes in student learning. Hence, the technical approach car-
ries an implied or express critierion of efficiency; that is, a belief
that classrooms and schools can be managed to produce much
greater results for a given level of input. The technical approach
also carries an implied or express view of knowledge as a for-
mal process of production and utilization. Production involves
empirical verification through accepted modes of inquiry, and
utilization involves translating general patterns of effective
technology into specific practices for individual teachers, stu-
dents, classrooms, and schools. Expertise in education, then,
consists of mastery of theory and method, as well as knowledge
of the results of empirical inquiry.

The technical view can take several forms. One view ex-
pressed by Brian Rowan (Chapter Two) is that technologies of
teaching and learning are socially constructed by interactions
between practitioners, policymakers, and communities. A par-
ticular view of the technology of teaching and learning cor-
responds to a particular form of organization and control. A
highly routinized view of teaching and learning, for example,
leads to strong control of input, process, and output, while an
inspirational view leads to strong control of inputs, but weak con-
trol of process and output. In this variation of the technical
model, then, policy can be changed to reflect different concep-
tions of teaching and learning, but such changes carry with them
very different approaches to organization and control.

A second form of the technical approach, represented by
"process-product" research on effective teaching, is that certain
teacher behaviors can he eliably associated with certain stu-
dent outcomes. As these elationships are specified and tested
empirically, they can be translated into patterns of practice and
modes of organization. For example, the major findings of pro-
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cess-product research have stressed the importance of spending
adequate time on learning activities, building on students' prior
knowledge, providing adequate practice of new skills, and elic-
iting regular feedback as attributes of effective teaching (Brophy
and Good, 1986). In this view, teacher behavior can be changed
to reflect reliable patterns of successful practice, though the
research does not address the question of how these changes oc-
cur and how they are, or are not, sustained in classroom and
school organization.

A third variant on the technical model is what Smith and
O'Day (1988) call holistic approaches to teaching and learning,
which are distinguished from process-product approaches by the
fact that they focus less on teacher behavior and more on modes
of classroom interaction as determinants of student learning.
Included in this category are such approaches as individualized
instruction, which stresses tailoring teaching and content to
the individual child; mastery learning, which stresses progress
through clearly defined stages of content in either group or in-
dividualized settings; and varieties of student-assisted learning,
including peer tutoring and cooperative learning. In this view,
the mode of classroom interaction can be changed to promote
improved learning by students. Again, though, the research does
not address how such changes can be introduced and sustained
on a broad scale.

One can also see evidence of the technical model in pro-
posals to change instruction through the introduction of infor-
mation-processing technology and new forms of instructional
material. These proposals frequently stress the effects of new
technologies on the engagement of students in learning and on
the teacher's role in managing student learning. Thus, for ex-
ample, computers are often promoted as "more efficient" ways
to manage student learning because they allow students to learn
at a faster rate and teachers to focus more on individual stu-
dent learning.

From the perspective of the technical model, then, school
restructuring is accomplished by importing the best available
knowledge about teaching and learning into schools and trans-
forming the structure of schools to correspond to that knowledge.

-'
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This model requires a steady supply of new knowledge, mech-
anisms for translating that knowledge into practice, and constant
adjustments in the structure of schools to reflect new knowledge.

Model 2: Reforming the Occupational Conditions of Teach-
ing. Another approach to restructuring schools takes its point
of departure from the occupational conditions of teaching. At the
core of this model are the following assumptions:

Knowledge of teaching and learning is composed of at least
equal parts of systematic knowledge and judgmental knowl-
edge, where the former is based on well-established canons
of inquiry and the latter is characterized by a high degree
of uncertainty.
Because of the uncertain and contingent nature of judgmen-
tal knowledge, the determinants of effective teaching lie in
the skills, values, and predispositions of teachers. These at-
tributes can be encouraged in teachers through professional
education, selection processes, and occupational structures.
A key condition of school restructuring, then, is changing
routes of entry and promotion in the profession of teaching
to reward higher levels of systematic knowledge and judg-
mental skill.
At the classroom level, the appropriate structure is one that
maximizes teachers' access to new knowledge and teachers'
influence over the basic elements of instructional practice
(time, materials, student engagement, and so forth).
At the school level, the appropriate structure is one that pro-
motes teachers' access to systematic knowledge and to the
judgmental knowledge of other teachers, and one that re-
wards the acquisition of knowledge with higher status, higher
material rewards, and greater autonomy in practice.

The dominant version of this model suggests that schools
should be 'organized to approximate the conditions of profes-
sional workplaces. Among these conditions are a well-defined
occupational hierarchy based on knowledge and competence,
collegial control of hiring and evaluation, regular access to the
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knowledge required to cultivate higher levels of competence
in practice, and strong lateral ties to professional associations
rather than dependence on bureaucratic hierarchy for status.
While advocates readily acknowledge that these conditions are
often not met in the established professions of medicine and law,
and that a "profession" of teaching would necessarily look very
different from these established professions, they nonetheless
argue that certain conditions of a professional workplace are
necessary ingredients for the improvement of public schools.

Gary Sykes (Chapter Three) defines the underlying prob-
lems of professional work in teaching by referring to what he
calls the ark of the professional covenant authority, regard,
resources, and knowledge. He argues that schools will not func-
tion effectively as professional communities until they introduce
structures of professional accountability, strengthen relations be-
tween teachers through the construction of the curriculum,
enhance teachers' access to external sources of knowledge, create
opportunities for informal leadership among teachers, broaden
the range of legitimate activities in which teachers can engage,
and decrease the pressure of external mandates on teachers.

Hendrik D. Gideonse (Chapter Four) takes a complemen-
tary perspective, defining the work of teachers as the conduct
of inquiry about teaching and learning, and defining teachers
as inquirers. In his view, schools that take seriously the notion
of inquiry would be organized and would operate in very differ-
ent ways from traditional schools. They would, for example,
be much more flexible in the use of time, in the structure of
the curriculum, and in grouping practices. They would rely more
on consultation between key parties parents, teachers, and stu-
dents. And they would involve greater use of immediate feed-
back and self-correction as sources of accountability.

Susan Moore Johnson (Chapter Five) takes a more skep-
tical view of attempts to change the conditions of teachers' work
by examining the failures of past attempts and deriving advice
for future reformers. Most reform proposals, she argues, fail
to take account of either teachers' own conceptions of the con-
ditions for effective practice or the practical conditions entailed
in making a school work effecti ly from the teachers' perspec-
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tive. Changing the conditions of teachers' work requires a high
degree of school-level problem solving, and problems are likely
to differ from one school to another.

The differences between the professional model of restruc-
turing and the technical one are subtle but important. Systematic
knowledge that is, knowledge based on established methods
of inquiry plays an important role in both models. In the
technical model, the accumulation of systematic knowledge is
a separate activity from the practice of teaching, which is the
domain of specialists, though inquiry must inform practice. In
the professional model, as Gideonse reminds us, the teacher is
the central figure in the application of knowledge and an im-
portant figure in its creation. The teacher's judgment and discre-
tion are the key factors determining what gets taught in the
classroom. In the technical model, systematic knowledge is out-
side the teachers' province. In the professional model, systematic
knowledge has no effect until, in conjunction with judgment,
it is applied by teachers. In the technical model, systematic
knowledge serves as the basis for changes in school structure.
In the professional model, changes in school structure are de-
signed to enable teachers to employ systematic knowledge in
the highly discretionary, judgmental activity of educational
practice.

Another distinguishing feature of the professional model
is its emphasis on knowledge and competence as the chief deter-
minants of rewards and status in the organization. If the pro-
fessional practice of education is based on a body of systematic
and judgmental knowledge, then, as Sykes reminds us, the com-
petence to make decisions about rewards and status in the orga-
nization must reside with those who have that knowledge;
otherwise there will be few incentives to cultivate skill in prac-
tice. If the knowledge required for good practice can be gained
by anyone, without extensive study, inquiry, and experience,
then there arc few incentives for skilled practitioners to continue
to practice.

In the professional model, as the chapters in this volume
suggest, the central problem of restructuring is how to create an
organization in which teachers will assume responsibility for
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cultivating their own teaching practice and for evaluating the
practice of their peers. Several conditions are central to this
cultivation of responsibility. One is that teachers must have ac-
cess to knowledge from outside their organization and from
their peers within the organization if they are to be held respon-
sible for what they know. Another is that teachers must have
repeated legitimate opportunities to observe and evaluate one
another's teaching. Most schools are organized to minimize con-
tacts between teachers in the routine practice of teaching and
to limit teachers' access to outside knowledge, except that pro-
vided through state-run certification mechanisms or through the
administrative hierarchy. Yet another condition for cultivating
responsibility is that teachers must have access to resources com-
mensurate with the importance and complexity of the tasks they
are asked to perform. In most instances, as Sykes suggests, the
tasks of teaching are defined broadly, but the resources are nar-
rowly circumscribed. A final condition is that teaching must have
public legitimacy, or regard in Sykes's terms, commensurate with
the social importance of the task.

From the perspective of the professional model, then,
school restructuring is accomplished by changing the organiza-
tion of schools to reflect the high-level expertise and judgment
embodied in teachers' work. This model requires a steady supply
of highly skilled practitioners, a reward system that values knowl-
edge and competence, and an occupational structure that places
heavy emphasis on collegial interaction on problems concern-
ing practice and access to outside knowledge.

Model 3: Reforming the Relationship Between Schools and
Their Clients. A third approach to restructuring schools takes
its point of departure from the relationship between schools and
their clients. At the core of this model are the following as-
sumptions:

Since the control of public education ultimately resides with
the electorate, the success of public schools should be judged
by how well they meet the purposes specified by their clients,
where clients arc both the immediate consumers of the ser-
vice (students and parents) and the community at large.

(to
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Schools, like other organizations, respond to signals from
their environment. Hence, changing the rules and incen-
tives under which schools operate will change what schools
teach and how well they teach it.
At the classroom level, the appropriate structure is the one
that favors teachers' responsiveness to individual students
and to the preferences of parents for what students should
learn.
At the school level, the appropriate structure is the one that
rewards educators for making decisions consistent with the
preferences of clients.

The client model underlies restructuring proposals that
recommend greater parent and student choice and school-site
management. The argument states that organizations that have
a direct connection with their clientele and a high degree of in-
fluence over their resources will produce results that arc more
in line with what their clients want and will be perceived by
their clients as more successful. Because the model attaches great
significance to client preferences, it has relatively little to say
about what the internal structure of schools should be. In fact,
a school system that ran on the principles of the client model
would have a wide variety of schools representing the prevail-
ing range of client preferences for things like subject-matter em-
phasis, discipline policy, school-community relations, and
teachers' roles. Hence, the "appropriate" structure at the
classroom and school level is the one that provides the greatest
client satisfaction.

Mary Anne Raywid (Chapter Six) argues that there is
a fundamental difference between restructuring proposals de-
rived from parental choices and those derived from site-based
management. The difference is that parental-choice proposals
are designed to change the incentive structure of public schools
from an essentially bureaucratic model to one more closely at-
tuned to client preferences, while site-based management models
propose ways to adapt the existing bureaucratic structure of
schools by decentralizing some functions.

The main difference between the client model and the
previous two models lies in the role assigned to expert knowledge

4
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and professional judgment. Expertise and professional judgment
play an instrumental role in the client model; that is, the educator
in a school operating under the client model is in much the same
position as a market manager in a consumer service firm (for
example, a private health clinic or a financial services firm). The
educator's expert knowledge lies in discerning what clients want,
which of those wants can be accommodated within existing
resource constraints, and which package of services will attract
a clientele sufficient to support the organization on the scale at
which it chooses to operate. Raywid argues that, even given
these differences, client choice is not necessarily inconsistent with
professionalism in public schools, and in fact the two may rein-
force each other in cases where there is convergence between
educators and their clients on specific strategies of teaching and
learning. Nonetheless, the client control model takes a "demand-
side" perspective on professional knowledge; knowledge is seen
as existing to satisfy client preferences. The technical and pro-
fessional models take a "supply-side" perspective on professional
knowledge; experts arc believed to understand, in some senses,
what clients need better than clients themselves.

The client model also has important implications for the
governance structure of education. If client preferences are the
ultimate determinant of the success of schools, then most regula-
tions that are predicated on uniform standards of practice for
all schools are suspect uniform testing, curriculum, textbook
adoptions, and so on. Uniform standards create inflexibilities
in schools' responsiveness to clients' preferences. Hence, if the
client model were in effect, it would require a very different
school regulatory structure from the one currently in place. Ad-
vocates of increased client influence are clearer, however, about
the regulatory constraints they would remove than fl ey are about
what kind of regulation would be appropriate under a new
regime.

From the perspective of the client model, then, schools
will change their internal structure in response to changes in
their external incentives. The "best" or most appropriate school
structure is the one that is most responsive to client preferences.
Expert knowledge and judgment consist of adapting internal
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operations to client preferences within resource constraints and
according to general operating objectives.

The Internal Tensions of School Restructuring

This brief account of models for restructuring schools is
sufficient to suggest some of the major tensions that are likely
to occur in the newest generation of school reform. The success
of restructuring will depend, to a large extent, on how well these
tensions are managed and the degree to which the proposed solu-
tions are responsive to the central themes of restructuring iden-
tified earlier: empowerment. accountability, and engagement
in academic learning.

Empowerment. The three models expose a tension between
sources of power in and around schools. The technical and pro-
fessional models stress specialized knowledge both systematic
and judgmentalas a source of legitimate power in schools. The
client model stresses the clients' interests and preferences as the
source of legitimate power. The technical and professional mod-
els would first empower people with expertise in education; the
client model would first empower parents and students, the con-
sumers of the educational product.

Some argue that there is no necessary contradiction be-
tween expertise and clients' interests as sources of power (see
Chapters Three and Six of this volume; also Gutmann, 1987,
75-78). As a practical matter, though, tensions over sources of
power will probably arise in at least two ways. First, parents
and educators will inevitably disagree over content and peda-
gogy. The stronger the educators' claim to legitimate expertise,
the less likely they will he to compromise on issues where parents'
interests and preferences contradict prevailing ideas of good prac-
tice. The stronger the clients' hand in matters of choice and
governance in schools, the less accommodating clients will be
on issues where educators assert a claim of expert knowledge.
This tension is even more troublesome when clients want to have
a say in an area central to the expertise of educators for ex-
ample. curriculum content but assert their claim on moral or
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political, rather than educational, grounds for example, when
parents object to the way a biology curriculum treats human
reproduction. If teaching and learning can be improved signif-
cantly by strengthening connections between systematic knowl-
edge and practice, then we are altering the balance between the
claims of experts and clients. This tension suggests that as the
claims of expertise increase, so too should the obligations of ex-
perts to make expertise accessible to clients. Also, as clients' ex-
pression of interests and preferences increases, so too should
the obligation of clients to grant authority to those with expert
knowledge.

A second, and potentially more serious, tension will oc-
cur when certain schools seize the opportunity to restructure
themselves, and in doing so, achieve significant gains for their
students, while others develop more slowly or not at all. In this
case, the tension is between, on the one hand, educators and
clients who have formed a common bond and, on the other,
educators and clients who have been excluded from the benefits
of successful restructuring. Empowerment, in other words, does
not guarantee equal results. School restructuring, if it works,
will create serious inequities between schools. The traditional
solution to such problems in public education has been to im-
pose uniformity from a central bureaucratic source, even at the
expense of quality and innovation at the school level. This solu-
tion, of course, runs completely counter to the idea of empower-
ing educators and clients to form and govern schools. Clearly,
central administrators will have to develop new ways of han-
dling diversity and variability in school systems (see Elmore and
McLaughlin, 1988, pp. 38-52, 61).

Accountability. The technical model suggests that account-
ability must rely on systematic knowledge about what schools
can do and on the development of technically sound measures
consistent with this knowledge. The professional model suggests
that, because teaching requires the exercise of judgment, ex-
ternal evaluation and accountability arc difficult, and the most
important mechanisms of accountability are collegial. The client
model suggests that accountability is a matter of political and
market control, not of expert knowledge or collegial influence.



Introduction 23

It is possible that these models could converge in account-
ability mechanisms that are theoretically and technically sound,
that provide for strong collegial judgment, and that satisfy ex-
ternal clients and decision makers. On the other hand, it is possi-
ble, as noted above, that the problem with schools is not lack
of accountability but accountability to too many diverse interests.
If this is the case, then a convergence of the technical, profes-
sional, and client models of accountability increases the fragmen-
tation of schools, which defeats the objective of increased focus
on the central tasks of teaching and learning. There is a danger
that restructuring could result in another layer of accountabil-
ity on top of the existing ones, along with still more complica-
tions for the schools.

The tensions over accountability suggest that school re-
structuring should consist in large part of inventing individual
and school-level indicators of performance that reflect what
teachers and administrators arc trying to accomplish, rather than
what external authorities think they should be accomplishing.
If technical experts, professionals, and clients differ over account-
ability, then standards of accountability should be determined
in the schools, where they affect student learning most directly.

Considerations of coherence and frugality should also
weigh significantly in the selection of individual and school-level
indicators. Attempting to reconcile technical, professional, and
client interests in constructing accountability measures increases
the likelihood that different schools will be drawn in divergent
directions. In the absence of some mutually agreed-upon prin-
ciples of coherence and economy, schools will probably recreate
the incoherence of the existing system.

Academic Learning. The focus of school restructuring on
the improvement of student learning may be both its major
strength and its major weakness. It is a strength because stu-
dent learning is presumably the central reason schools exist. It
is a weakness because schools are expected to do many more
things than promote student learning, including provide custo-
dial care of children and, increasingly, serve as the location for
social services fbr children and youth. The tensions that arc likely
to develop regarding academic learning, then, will have to do
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first with differences in the meaning of academic learning as
perceived by technical .experts, professionals, and clients and
second with disagreements over the range of functions schools
will be expected to perform and the relationship of those func-
tions to academic learning.

Successful resolution of the tensions seems to require at
least two conditions. First, as in the case of empowerment, sus-
taining a focus on academic learning in restructured schools
depends heavily on the creation of settings and modes of dis-
course in which experts, professionals, and clients debate and
construct the meaning of academic learning. In the absence of
such a dialogue, academic learning will become a political issue
by which each interest group attempts to assert control over the
others: academic experts over teachers, teachers over parents,
parents over teachers, and so on.

Second, sustaining a focus on academic learning will re-
quire that schools develop strategies for managing their rela-
tionships with other institutions that serve children and youth
and that can protect schools from becoming the chief provider
of noneducational services. Schools have typically resolved ten-
sions between their academic and nonacademic purposes through
accommodation and improvisation, rather than by drawing clear
distinctions between what they provide and what can be pro-
vided through alliances with other organizations. In the absence
of explicit strategies for managing these relationships, tensions
over the centrality of academic learning in schools will persist.

Issues of Policy and Practice

These, then, arc the systemic tensions that will probably
characterize attempts to restructure public schools. Whether
school restructuring has anything more than a passing influence
on American education will depend on how well the tensions
arc worked out in policy and practice. As noted above, deci-
sions about restructuring will be made within established state
and local governance structures through the orchestration of
established political interests with competing objectives. Engag-
ing these structures and interests in the practical tasks of restruc-
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turing is a major problem of school reform. Another problem,
as noted above, is how to sustain school restructuring on a large
enough scale so that it affects more than an isolated collection
of schools with special objectives and conditions. The solutions
to these problems will be determined at the local and state levels.

Jane L. David (Chapter Seven) examines local problems
of policy and practice from the perspective of school districts
that have begun ambitious restructuring efforts on their own.
She finds three common themes in these districts. First, the
movement to restructure schools has grown out of key local con-
stituencies' interest in making schools more stimulating environ-
ments for teachers and students. Restructuring in these districts
is more than just another district initiative or special program
designed to inspire public confidence. It is a long-term commit-
ment to changing the basic conditions of teaching and learning.
Second, districts undertaking restructuring dedicate resources
(staff time and money) and authority to the creation and sup-
port of new ideas for instruction, new roles within schools, and
new opportunities for professional growth and development
among educators. Third, restructuring school districts have ac-
tively forged new political coalitions to support school reform
and have negotiated new terms of accountability that relax ex-
ternal controls on schools in return for demonstrated high per-
formance.

Michael Cohen (Chapter Eight) looks at restructuring
mainly from the perspective of the state. He argues that restruc-
turing, if it is to amount to anything concrete in schools, must
focus on a discrete set of school-, local-, and state-level themes.
At the school level, these themes include: more focused goals,
greater attention to conceptions of knowledge represented in the
curriculum, and greater acumen in the management of instruc-
tignal tasks, student-grouping practices, and the use of time.
At the district level, the main theme is redefining the relation-
ship between district- and school-level actors to stress the im-
porta -ice of school-level responsibility for learning. At the state
level, the themes are focusing state efforts on goal-setting, assess-
ment of overall performance, and development of capacity at
the district and school level.
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Both David and Cohen emphasize the interdependence
of school-, district-, and state-level actors in restructuring efforts.
David uses the metaphor of a jigsaw puzzle to describe the prob-
lem of interdependence. School-level decisions about person-
nel and curriculum content, for example, interlock with district-
level hiring practices, collective bargaining contracts, curriculum
guides, and testing protocols, which in turn interlock with state
policies on teacher certification and course requirements. Chang-
ing one piece of the puzzle requires alterations in all the other
pieces. Cohen likewise argues that restructuring schools requires
restructuring the entire system of organization, governance, and
accountability that concerns schools.

The Plan of This Book

School restructuring, then, is a complex compound of
specialized knowledge about teaching and learning, organiza-
tional structure, administrative organization, and political deci-
sion making. In organizing this book, we have tried to portray
this complexity in a useful and comprehensible way. Using the
framework in this introductory chapter, contributors discuss in
turn the technic'al, professional, and client models of restruc-
turing. Rowan provides the background for understanding the
relationship between the technology of teaching and the struc-
ture of schools. Sykes, Gideonse, and Moore Johnson provide
three complementary perspectives on the implications of' pro-
fessional models of restructuring. Raywid explores two different
versions of the client-control model parental choice of schools
and school-based management. Finally, David and Cohen pre-
sent the perspectives of local and state governments on the prob-
lems of policy and practice involved in restructuring schools.
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Part One

Approaches to
Restructuring Schools

The idea of restructured schools suggests fundamental reform
of the way schools are organized and the way they operate. The
papers in this section explore some of the possible meanings that
restructuring might have for schools. Brian Rowan (Chapter
Two) discusses how different conceptions of the task of teaching
can lead to different forms of organization and control. Gary
Sykes (Chapter Three) analyzes the consequences of teacher pro-
fessionalism for school organization. Hendrik Gideonse (Chapter
Four) asks how the introduction of teacher-initiated inquiry into
educational practices would change the structure and operation
of schools. Susan Moore Johnson (Chapter Five) examines cur-
rent restructuring proposals from the perspective of earlier at-
tempts to reform teaching and deduces lessons from these
attempts. Mary Anne Raywid (Chapter Six) analyzes two
different proposals for restructuring the relationship between
schools and their clients school-based management and paren-
tal choice of schools. Taken together, these papers constitute
a variety of perspectives on how school restructuring might work
and what problems school practitioners will face in attempting
to change the structure and operations c I schools in fundamen-
tal ways.
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TWO

Applying Conceptions
of Teaching
to Organizational Reform

Brian Rowan

As proposals to reform the organizational structure of schools
grow in number, education analysts are beginning to speak of
a new wave of educational reform the "restructuring" move-
ment. Unlike past reform movements in education that have
had a certain measure of coherence and unity, a perplexing
aspect of this latest reform movement is the lack of common
ground among supporters. Rather than consisting of a set of
coherent demands for change, the restructuring movement in-
stead consists of various reform initiatives which, in the ag-
gregate, contain conflicting accounts of what is wrong with
schools and conflicting proposals about how school structures
should be changed.

Consider the three major lines of reform that dominate
current discussions about "restructured" schools. On the one
hand, there arc a set of proposals grounded in early research
on effective schools, a body of work that sees today's schools as
loosely coupled organizations in need of further rationalization
and bureaucratization. Based on this research, the effective
schools movement has tended to advocate bureaucratic reforms
such as frequent evaluation of student achievement outcomes
and stricter administrative supervision of teaching. More re-
cently, an alternative to this approach has been gaining sup-
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port. Advocates of teacher professionalism have begun to argue
that schools are already highly bureaucratized and tightly struc-
tured and that this situation stifles the professional autonomy
of teachers. Based on this analysis, this group has railed against
the overbureaucratization of schools, calling for the design of
workplaces that give teachers greater authority and power within
the educational system and high levels of professional autonomy.
Still a third segment of the restructuring movement is disillu-
sioned with both these proposals. Since at least the 1960s, this
group has called for "decentralization" and "community control"
of schools on the premise that schools are already highly pro-
fessionalized and highly bureaucratized, a situation this group
argues insulates schools from parental control. Most recently,
this group has coalesced around the banner of "schools of choice,"
believing that this new design represents the most practical way
of reasserting parental control of education.

This chapter develops a theoretical perspective on school
organization to help policymakers and social scientists sort
through these conflicting proposals. The major argument is that
proposals for the reform of school organization need to be based
on a careful analysis of the nature of teaching and learning in
classrooms and of how these processes can best be organized
and managed. To accomplish this type of analysis, a theoretical
perspective based on more than twenty years of research on
organizations is applied to schools. A major finding from this
research is that organizational structures, particularly arrange-
ments for coordinating and controlling work, vary according
to the type of "technology" used within organizations (for reviews,
see Scott. 1975; Simpson, 1985). The major theme for this
chapter is to develop various models of the "technology" of teach-
ing and to illustrate how these different models suggest different
paths to school improvement.

The perspective developed here is not new. An analysis
.f teaching as a technology was at the core of Bidwell's (1965)

seminal analysis of the school as a formal organization and more
recently of perspective-informed research on teacher evaluation
(Darling-Hammond, Wise, and Pease, 1983), collective bargain-
ing in education (Mitchell and Kerchner, 1983), and decision
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making in schools and universities (March and Olsen, 1976).
The perspective that this chapter takes is also grounded in cur-
rent research on teaching and debates about the relevance of
this research to the practical problems of teacher training and
professional development. This literature can also be seen as
a set of inquiries into the nature of teaching as a technology
(Gage, 1978; McKeachie, 1974; Cronbach, 1975).

At the core of our inquiry are two critical assumptions.
The first is that technologies are socially constructed (Berger
and Luckmann, 1967); that is, the creation and institutionaliza-
tion of new technical knowledge shapes the perceptions of work-
ers and administrators and defines the nature of the tasks
undertaken as work within an organization. Thus, the nature
of teaching is not fixed and immutable. Rather, teaching can
be conceived as having a variety of dimensions or properties,
and the implementation of these different conceptions of teaching
ultimately lead to different instructional outcomes. A second
assumption is that socially constructed task knowledge has im-
portant consequences for the design of organizational structures,
particularly structures that coordinate and control work. Thus,
different conceptions of teaching imply different strategies of
school management. A purpose of this chapter is to demonstrate
that the nature of teaching as a "technology" is currently under
debate and that the various positions in this debate can serve
as the basis for deriving alternative designs for the organiza-
tion of schools.

Technology and Structure

We begin our discussion with a general overview of re-
search on technology and organizational structure. In this re-
search, "technology" is defined broadly as the actions individuals
perform on objects, with or without tools or mechanical devices,
in order to effect changes in those objects (Pcrrow, 1967). Us-
ing this definition, different organization theorists have con-
ceptualized different dimensions of technology (Scott, 1975).
However, one dimension has proven remarkably robust in pre-
dicting variation in organizational structure. Studies of factory
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work, office work, and work in professional settings all show
that structural arrangements for coordinating and controlling
work are closely associated with task certainty (Simpson, 1985).

Task certainty occurs when the properties of inputs are
relatively well understood and are perceived as homogeneous
and stable. Under these conditions, worker behavior becomes
routine and can be centrally planned and supervised. As a
general rule, when task certainty is high, organizations develop
a "mechanistic"control structure that features high levels of cen-
tralization, formalization, and routine bureaucratic procedure.
On the other hand, when tasks become more uncertain, con-
trol structures become more "organic." Formalization and cen-
tralization decrease, and more flexible and loosely structured
administrative patterns develop. Technical uncertainty occurs
when inputs are imperfectly understood and perceived as
unstable or heterogeneous in character. Under these conditions,
work requires flexibility, and a set of standardized routines is
inappropriate. As a result, workers gain autonomy, and infor-
mal and consultative arrangements among workers replace cen-
tral planning and supervision (Perrow, 1967).

Types of Technologies

It is possible to develop a richer discussion of the effects
of technology on structure by following Thompson's (1967) think-
ing about organizational decision making. Thompson assumed
that organizations operate under norms of rationality and strive
for technical closure. But closure can occur only when organiza-
tions develop clear goals and a certain understanding of how
cause-and-effect relationships link technical means to those goals.
Thus, for example, in models of rational choice, actors are
assumed to have both a clear preference order regarding out-
comes (goals) and a thorough understanding of the extent to
which alternative courses of action (means) yield these outcomes.
In Thompson's conceptual framework, this kind of rationality
is implied in a technology that has clear goals and certain means.

Using these ideas, Thompson (1967, chapter five)
developed a classification scheme for types of technical decision
making. Table 2.1 shows these major types.
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Table 2.1. Types of Technologies.

Goals Means

Routine
Judgmental
Diagnostic
Inspirational

+

+ =Certain
- = Uncertain

The Routine Task. The first type of task is one which has
both clear goals and clear means. Such jobs are found in set-
tings where inputs are relatively homogeneous and well
understood and where task environments are perceived as stable.
Under these conditions, organizations can define clear technical
goals and utilize narrow and repetitive procedures to process
inputs. Assembly -line work is perhaps the best example of this
type of task.

The Judgmental Task. A second means-end configura-
tion introduces a measure of uncertainty into technical decisions.
In this type of task, clear goals exist, but there is little codified
knowledge about how to achieve these goals. Such tasks arise
in environments where the tasks are stable (for example, where
there is a stable demand for outputs) but inputs are relatively
heterogeneous and imperfectly understood. In research on
organizations, craft work is often cited as an exemplar of this
type of work. For example, consider the craft of editing. The
goals of an editor are reasonably clear to produce a manuscript
that will sell well, usually in an identified market. Yet the means
for achieving this goal arc only partially codified, and the editor
must exercise considerable judgment in improving the work of
a variety of authors.

The Diagnostic Task. A third type of task also introduces
uncertainty into the productive process, but here the source of
uncertainty is the lack of clear and stable goals. These tasks
emerge in settings where a clear understanding of cause-and-
effect relationships exists, but inputs have high variety and low
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stability. Under these conditions, a maior problem for workers
and managers is the diagnosis of technical problems in terms
of goals, and managers and clients place considerable trust in
the ability of workers to identify important arid valuable goals
for action. Physicians in general practice provide one example
of workers who pe-form this type of task.

The Inspirational Task. A final type of task is the most
uncertain, lacking both clear goals and well-developed knowledge
of means-end relationships. Artists, research and development
scientists, and other types of workers who rely on creativity for
direction in their tasks are examples of workers using an inspira-
tional technology. The task environments of these workers are
so dynamic that goals for work are continuously emergent and
techniques are continuously modified.

Types of Control Structures

Having discussed four types of technologies, we shift our
analysis to a discussion of control structures. Organization
theorists typically denote three principal forms of control input
controls, procedural controls, and output controls. Table 2.2
presents the overall control structure expected to govern the types
of tasks described above.

The table assumes that all organizations arc subject to
input controls, either in the form of market constraints or public
financing, with the result that virtually all tasks within organiza-
tions are subjected to budget controls. What differs from type
to type is the extent to which workers arc subject to output and

Table 2.2. Control Structures Associated with Types of Technologies.

Input Piotess Output Control Strategy

Routine + + + Total control
Judgmental + - + Outcome -based control
Diagnostic + 4 Process control
Inspirational + - - Social control

+ =Control present/strong
- =Control absent/weak
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process controls. The predictions about control structures pre-
sented in this table are based on the following general princi-
ple: Certainty in a particular dimension of technology (that is,
goals or means) yields tighter control over that dimension; cor-
respondingly, uncertainty in a particular dimension yields looser
controls. Thus, when ends are certain, output can be measured,
and output measures can be used to evaluate and control worker
performance; when technical means are certain, task processes
can be codified in great detail and supervision of worker behavior
can be used as a method of evaluation and control.

Consider further the four types of control structures listed
in Table 2.2. When tasks are routine, organizations pursue a
strategy of total control. Task behavior is highly prescribed, out-
puts are directly measured, and inputs are allocated to subunits
on the basis of measured efficiency. When tasks are judgmental,
organizations measure outputs, but workers are allowed con-
ditional autonomy in the selection of task processes. Under
norms of rationality, inputs are allocated to subunits on the basis
of measured goal attainment. When tasks are diagnostic, organiza-
tions implement procedural controls but there are few output
controls, since selection of purposes cannot be routinized. Under
norms of rationality, inputs are allocated to subunits on the basis
of measured conformity to procedural rules. Finally, when tasks
are inspirational, organizations pursue a strategy of social con-
trol. Workers are allowed to set goals and develop procedures;
however, they must perform their work within fixed budgetary
constraints. In this setting, workers spend much time establishing
the legitimacy of their claims to organizational resources (Meyer
and Rowan, 1977), and these resources are allocated on the basis
of what Thompson (1967) called "social" criteria and Ouchi
(1980) called "clan" controls. In this type of system, expressive
rather than instrumental or procedural criteria determine re-
source allocations.

Reform Strategies

The purpose of this chapter is to apply these general ideas
about technology and control to the case of current school reform
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movements. This task is complicated by the fact that American
public schools are professional bureaucracies. Because of this,
tasks within schools are potentially subject to two different con-
trol systems. One is the set of organizational rules developed and
enforced by the state and local bureaucracies in education. The
other consists of controls developed and enforced by professional
associations. It is often assumed that professional and organiza-
tional control systems are in conflict, and that growth in one con-
trol system necessarily entails a weakening of the other. However,
recent work by Freidson (1984) suggests that bureaucratic and
professional controls can expand simultaneously, in part because
professional controls respond to changes in technology in much
the same ways as organizational controls (Simpson, 1985).

An additional complication arises because the educational
profession is becoming increasingly differentiated, not only ver-
tically, into a hierarchy, but also horizontally, into subspecialties
(Kerr, 1983). The analysis in this chapter focuses on vertical
differentiation, that is, the development of a hierarchy within
the educational profession. Freidson (1984) argued that profes-
sions whose members are employed in bureaucracies often divide
into three distinct sectors; a knowledge-producing sector (for
example, university elites), an administrative sector (for exam-
ple, state and local education administrators), and a rank and
file sector (for example, teachers). Extending the work of Per-
row (1967), it can be argued that stratification within a profes-
sion, as well as within an organization, is affected by socially
constructed definitions of task technologies.

Table 2.3 summarizes the types of control systems likely
to develop in educational organizations as a result of efforts to
institutionalize various conceptions of teaching. The table also
summarizes a set of predictions about power and dominance with-
in organizations and professions. In the following paragraphs,
the information in this table is Ocicussed in terms of strategies
for reform and their likely consequences for school structure.

Strategy I: Maintain the Status Quo

We begin by describing the current status quo in educa-
tion. For over two decades, organization researchers have argued
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Table 2.3. Technologies of Teaching and
Organizational and Professional Controls in Schools.

Organizational Professional Dominant
Controls Controls Sector

Routine I, P, 0 I, P, 0 Administrative Sector
Judgmental I. 0 I, 0 Rank-and-File Sector
Diagnostic I, P I, P Knowledge Sector
Inspirational I I Public

I = Input controls
P = Process controls
0 =Output controls

that the task of teaching is inspirational (Bidwell, 1965; March
and Olsen, 1976; Weick, 1976; Meyer and Rowan, 1978). In-
deed, this view of teaching seems inevitable given the inherent
variability in aptitudes and interests of students within class-
rooms and the pluralistic and sometimes conflicting goals for
education held by the American public. A number of teacher
educators and researchers of teaching have reached similar con-
clusions about teaching. Gage (1978, p. 15), for example, argued
that good teachers rely on "intuition, creativity, improvisation,
and expressiveness" in performing their tasks. This view of
teaching has led some teachers to question the relevance of a
science of teaching to educational practice and to reject the ra-
tionalized evaluation of teaching in favor of more subtle and
particularistic standards of connoisseurship (Eisner, 1978).

To the extent that this view of teaching is institutionalized
in society, a ready explanation exists for the relative weakness
of bureaucratic and professional controls in the American public
school system. It is well known that bureaucratic control at all
levels of the American educational system is decentalized and
weak, and that this is especially true of controls over the core
technology of schools instruction (Meyer and Rowan, 1978).
It is also the case that professional controls over teaching are
relatively weak in the United States. Compared with many other
professions in society, the teaching profession has relatively weak
barriers to entry and few standards of practice. This lack of pro-
fessional controls might account for a number of findings about
teaching. For example, Jackson (1968) found that teachers' dis-
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course about teaching was conceptually simple and largely de-
void of elaborate words and ideas, and Dornbusch and Scott
(1975) found that teachers were more likely than nurses to at-
tribute success on the job to personality characteristics rather
than professional training. Both these findings suggest the lack
of highly codified professional standards of teaching and a reli-
ance by teachers on personal, rather than scientific, resources
in the performance of teaching tasks.

The inspirational nature of teaching gives rise to a strategy
of social control in education. Due to technical w.certainties,
neither output nor process criteria can be used to evaluate worker
and organizational performance, and educational administrators
find it difficult to justify claims to resources on rational grounds.
Instead, administrators resort to social criteria of evaluation,
such as prestige or tradition, to mobilize resources. At the same
time, the general lack of rationality within the technical core
equalizes organizational and professional power relationships.
Since no one sector can make claims to rational expertise, there
is little stratification within the profession and within organiza-
tions there is much shared decision making and little hierarchi-
cal authority (Meyer and Rowan, 1978). At the same time, the
general lack of rationality in teaching works against the power
and prestige of educational professionals within society. By lack-
ing a well-defined claim to rational expertise, educators some-
times find it difficult to exercise technical authority over parents;
the occupation of teaching remains a semiprofession and citizens
retain nominal authority over the enterprise of education.

The countless reform initiatives that have been targeted
at tightening the organizational and professional controls within
this sytem will be discussed below. For now, however, we con-
sider how reform typically takes place within a system that main-
tains an inspirational technical core. Rowan (1984) proposed
that inspirational reform initiatives function much like revitaliza-
tion movements in which charismatic leaders mobilize the energy
and resources of supporters through appeals to powerful ex-
pressive symbols. As Meyer and Rowan (1978) noted, such
movements have the capacity to alter fundamentally the ideology
of schooling and enhance the legitimacy of education's claim on

ti) J.
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societal resources. They also can change teachers' definitions of
work and the meaning derived from it. Nevertheless, no matter
how much schools change along these expressive dimensions, the
inspirational nature of teaching will prevent administrators and
teachers from demonstrating improvement on rational grounds.

Strategy 2: Routinize Teaching

Although there is much evidence for the inspirational
nature of teaching, an important theme in educational reform
is the search for a routine technology of instruction. At the turn
of the century, this theme motivated the initial bureaucratiza-
tion of schools (Callahan, 1962; Tyack, 1974), and in recent
years the theme has served as a rallying point for movements
that advocate centralized educational programming and strength-
ened professional controls. Thus, for example, the current wave
of educational reform involves not only the development of
centralized output and process controls for schools but also calls
for pervasive reform of the professional system of training, licens-
ing, and control.

These current rationalizing reforms arc grounded in a
tradition of "process-product" research on teaching, although
alternative theoretical perspectives on the routine nature of
teaching exist (see Greer, 1983). From this research a model
of teaching known as "direct instruction" has crystalized (for a
review, sec Rosenshine, 1979). According to Rosenshine (1979,
quoted in Darling-Hammond, Wise, and Pease, 1983, pp. 294-
295), direct instruction

refers to teaching activities where goals are clear to stu-
dents, time allocated to instruction is sufficient and con-
tinuous, coverage of content is extensive, the performance
of students is monitored, questions are at a low cognitive
level . . and feedback to students is immediate and aca-
demically oriented. . . . The goal is to move students through
a sequenced set of materials or tasks. Such materials are com-
mon across classrooms and have a relatively strong con-
gruence with the tasks on achievement tests.
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The direct instruction model of teaching has been seized
by administrative elites in education as a justification for strength-
ening organizational controls over teaching. It is evident from
the above quotation, for example, that the model endorses the
development and measurement of highly specific instructional
objectives and that it can provide fairly detailed descriptions of
teaching behaviors that consistently meet these objectives. As
a result, state and local policymakers often are urged by re-
formers to rationalize instruction through the development of
clear instructional objectives and a better definition of effective
practices (Murphy, Hallinger, and Mesa, 1985).

Enough school systems have taken this path to reform for
us to be able to describe in some detail the consequences for
organizational control systems. In a recent survey of school
districts involved in instructional improvement, Rowan, Edel-
stein, and Leal (1983) found a pervasive pattern of increased in-
put, process, and output controls. In the name of "curriculum
alignment," input and output controls increased, as districts stan-
dardized texts and implemented criterion-referenced testing pro-
grams. Districts also developed more stringent behavior controls.
Teachers were provided with in-service training on techniques
of direct instruction and principals were required to become
more active in the supervision and evaluation of teaching. The
net result was a centralization of administrative authority over
instruction through the development of more stringent input,
output, and procedural controls.

It is more difficult to predict the consequences of this
movement for the structure of professional controls in educa-
tion. On the one hand, it is tempting to believe that the cen-
tralization of organizational control will lead to the "deprofes-
sionalization" and "proletarianization" of teaching (see Haug,
1975; Oppenheimer, 1973). However, this view seems unlikely,
both on theoretical grounds and as a reflection of current cir-
cumstances in the educational reform movement. First, as Freid-
son (1984) and Simpson (1985) have shown, prolessionaliza.tion
and bureaucratization often occur concurrently when tasks be-
come more rationalized. Moreover, this seems to be the case
in the current educational reform movement. Initial calls for



Applying Teaching to Organizational Reform 43

administrative centralization have been accompanied by calls
for the further professionalization of teaching, and currently on
the books or in the making are proposals to change professional
controls over entry, licensing, training, and standards of prac-
tice (see Darling-Hammond, Wise, and Pease, 1983).

Finally, consider how a commitment to the development
of a routine technology of teaching could alter the delicate bal-
ance of power that now exists between professionals in educa-
tion. The case of controls in large bureaucratic engineering firms
is particularly instructive here (Freidson, 1984, p. 15). In these
firms the bureaucratic and professional hierarchy are intertwined,
and administrators, who are themselves members of the profes-
sion, are granted authority to control the work of rank-and-file
engineers. A similar control structure could arise in education.
First, administrative elites would gain greater authority over
teachers. In addition, administrators would gain authority over
parents, in part because claims to resources could now be made
on rational grounds. However, in gaining this power, adminis-
trative elites would be critically dependent on knowledge elites
for the development of expertise. Thus, a coalition of adminis-
trators and knowledge elites would gain professional dominance.

Strategy 3: Pursue Output Controls

Although many educationists endorse the trend toward
the routinization of teaching, to many others the search for a
routine technology of teaching appears futile. For example, in
research on teaching, the "process-product" approach was chal-
lenged by research on "aptitude-treatment interactions" (ATI).
Both ATI and process-product researchers embrace the new
technology of domain-referenced testing and thus believe that
clear learning goals can and should be specified, but there is
a critical difference between the approaches in their assump-
tions about students. ATI research is based on an assumption
of variability between students in aptitudes, whereas the liter-
ature on direct instruction and its school-level equivalent, re-
search on effective schools, largely underplay the effects of
aptitude on achievement in order to emphasize egalitarianism.
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Although ATI research has succeeded in highlighting
variability in student aptitudes, it has failed to achieve certainty
about the effectiveness of different teaching strategies for students
of varying aptitudes. It is thus most useful to our argument as
a line of research that supports a view of teaching in which goals
are clear but means are uncertain. Uncertainty about means
arises because of the complex statistical models used in ATI
research. The empirical confirmation of ATI theories requires
an analysis of statistical interactions, a process that has been
likened to "a hall of mirrors that extends to infinity" (Cronbach,
1975, p. 199). In ATI research investigators are drawn into a
consideration of ever more complex interactions, even though
it is difficult enough to conceptualize and talk about simple in-
teraction effects. At its best ATI theory is likely to lead to very
narrow generalizations, applying only to "circumscribed local
instructional situations for relatively small segments of the educa-
tional population" (Snow, 1977, p. 12). Thus, ATI research sug-
gests a technology of teaching in which goals can be fixed but
means to these goats remain uncertain.

This model of teaching as a judgmental task suggests a
reform strategy that holds workers accountable for the achieve-
ment of prescribed goals but grants conditional autonomy in
the choice of means to these goals. In a situation where there
is a consensus of all constituencies about instructional goals for
example, the importance of basic skills in reading and mathe-
matics it is possible to allocate resources to schools and teachers
on the basis of student achievement. Indeed, a number of state
and local agencies have already established "recognition" pro-
grams based on this principle. Generally, these programs award
formal recognition and/or extra funds to schools that perform
above expectations on achievement tests (for a description, see
Rowan, 1987). The interesting feature of these programs is that
they do not impose process controls over schools, unlike many
"effective schools" interventions, which ask schools not only to
improve achievement but also to use a particular organiza-
tional/instructional strategy.

Little research has been done in schools with this kind
of control system, so caution must be exercised in discussing
the likely consequences of this reform strategy. Nevertheless.
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it makes some sense to assume that teachers would gain power
in this situation, especially in the domain of instruction. After
all, it is teachers who must act in the absence of certain knowl-
edge to resolve the critical uncertainty of how to attain organiza-
tional goals. And the absence of knowledge and authority over
this problem implies a corresponding decrease in the relative
dominance of administrative and knowledge elites, both orga-
nizationally and professionally.

It also seems reasonable to assume that rank-and-file
members, upon assuming power within the profession, will
become concerned with issues of distributive justice. This issue
already produces conflict in the area of student competency
testing, where performance is related to race and socioeconomic
status, and it is a potential problem in the measurement of in-
structional effectiveness at the classroom and school level, where
aggregate achievement scores also are highly correlated with
pupil status. Moreover, in the absence of technical certainty,
it makes sense to assume that the teaching profession will take
a keen interest in the level at which performance standards
are set. Research in industrial settings has shown that workers
paid on the basis of outputs often manipulate control systems
by imposing social controls on workers that define a fair day's
work and that discourage initiative. The teaching profession,
as a formal and collective entity, might react similarly and
attempt to restrict performance standai ds to a fair level. In
this setting, knowledge elites will play a minor role, having
failed to provide education with meaningful process standards
and remaining largely irrelevant to the major issue of the day,
the equitable distribution of resources among members of the
profession.

Strategy 4: Continue the Search for Expert Teaching

A final strategy of reform represents a vision of tomor-
row's schools rather than a viable strategy for immediate re-
form. It is based upon a view of teaching that assumes teachers
have available both technical expertise that is, knowledge of
how to teach and moral expertise that is, the authority to
evaluate and act upon alternative task goals. In this vision of
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teaching, the issue of effective teaching processes is not prob-
lematic since the means of teaching are well known. Instead,
what is at issue are the very goals of instruction, which are seen
as diverse and continuously varying. Brophy and Evertson
(1976, quoted in Darling-Hammond, Wise, and Pease, 1983,
p. 298) aptly summarize this view.

Effective teaching requires the ability to implement a very
large number of diagnostic, instructional, managerial, and
therapeutic skills, tailoring behavior in specific contexts and
situations to the specific needs of the moment. Effective
teachers must not only be able to do a large number of
things; they must also be able to recognize which of the
many things they know how to do applies at a given mo-
ment and be able to follow through by performing the
behavior effectively.

The vision of teaching that emerges here is sensitive to
the variety of goals in teaching. A teacher is seen as acting not
simply to further instructional ends but also to maintain class-
room order and provide social and emotional support to stu-
dents. Moreover, these multiple goals change frequently,
depending on both students and situations. Nevertheless,
teachers arc seen as having a broad set of known techniques
and skills to draw upon in their work. Hence this view seems
to accord well with our description of the diagnostic task.

Clearly, this vision of teaching requires further develop-
ment of the science of teaching, and as the review of ATI re-
search shows, this will be a complex problem. The technically
expert teacher will need a very large number of technical rou-
tines, and these will need to be adapted to specific local cir-
cumstances if they are to have empirical validity. Under these
conditions, it makes sense to assume that knowledge elites will
gain power, both organizationally and professionally. From
organization theory, it is known that the technical complexity
of diagnostic tasks leads to increased specialization. From the
perspective developed here, this specialization will occur both
organizationally, with the growth of a technical support staff
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in schools, and professionally, with the differeniiati
profession into specialties in the knowledge elite .(Sm
McLaughlin, 1982; Kerr, 1983).

As knowledge of cause-and-effect relationships increase
control structures should begin to emphasize process controls.
In this scenario, professional standards and practices boards will
develop (for a discussion of such trends in education, see Darling-
Hammond, Wise, and Pease, 1983), and educational resources
will be mobilized based on the teaching processes used within
schools. This precedent is already established in education.
Schools now are reimbursed above and beyond normal costs
for providing "special" forms of instruction to students (for ex-
ample. special education or compensatory education). With
growth of specialization, the types of well-defined educational
treatments might further increase. At the school level, adminis-
trators will come to depend on staff personnel to direct and assess
the work of rank-and-file teachers engaged in specialized tasks
(Perrow, 1967; Freidson, 1984). Finally, it seems reasonable
to assume that teachers will respond to increased procedural con-
trols by attempting to soften their blow, and teacher organiza-
tions can be expected to lobby for rules about due process for
evaluation of teachers.

Within this arrangement, teachers will retain considerable
autonomy in the task of teaching. After all, it is teachers' diag-
nostic skills that resolve a critical uncertainty for the schools:
the setting of educational goals. Sykes (1987, p. 19), following
Barber (1983), argues that the legitimacy of this type of profes-
sional autonomy is based partly on an expectation of "fiduciary
responsibility, the expectation that service providers demonstrate
a special concern for others' interests above their own." This
grant of moral and diagnostic authority to workers is an im-
portant characteristic of the most prestigious professions in soci-
ety (lawyers, ministers, physicians, architects), and a grant of
such authority in schools would probably contribute to an en-
hancement of the status of teaching as a profession. Moral
autonomy would also give teachers a unique role within the
politics of education. Lacking control over technical expertise,
rank-and-file members could nevertheless serve as the moral con-

47
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science of the profession and develop the power to direct educa-
tional resources toward either progressive or conservative ends.

Analysis cf Reform Strategies

The problem is to judge the relative merits of these alter-
native reform strategies. A convenient way to approach this
problem is to discuss the expected effects of the strategies on
the clients of schools and on the workers in schools.

Effects on Clients

A prime consideration for judging the merits of a reform
effort should be the empirical and normative validity of its view
of teaching as a "technology." At present, much empirical re-
search suggests that schools operate an inspirational technology.
Yet much educational reform has been driven by a vision of
teaching as a routine task. A major concern about this move-
ment is that it may prove to be hyperrational (Wise, 1979). Cer-
tainly the narrow focus on basic skills and the highly standardized
instructional treatments advocated by the movement seem fun-
damentally' at odds with the conventional perception in education
of students as a diverse and spontaneous lot. This perception
appears to call for a more organic approach to managing
teaching in which teachers have considerable autonomy in the
setting of goals and the use of means.

A more realistic strategy of reform treats teaching as a
judgmental task. In fact, a transformation from today's control
system to one based on a view of teaching as a judgmental task
could be accomplished easily in today's policy environment. For
exam)1e, among the many goals of schooling, there is a con-
sensus that students should master certain basic skills. Moreover,
a measurement technology for evaluating educational basic-skills
outcomes exists and is largely in place. Thus, one appealing
aspect of the judgmental approach is that it does not require
much investment, especially costly investments in the slow
growth of professional knowledge about cause-and-effect rela-
tionships in education. Instead, existing structures of outcome
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measures can be activated to gain more control over teaching.
The problem, however, is that this measurement system cur-
rently stresses a narrow set of short-term goals that do not cor-
respond to all of the public's desires for students, and a focus
on narrow goals might draw the attention of educators away
from other valued goals, for example, vocational training, higher
order thinking, or affective development. A recommended tac-
tic for this movement, then, would be to broaden the types of
tests used as outcome criteria to assure that a variety of goals
are assessed.

Yet another reform strategy is to embrace the diagnostic
approach to teaching. This approach is consistent with assump-
tions about student diversity and with the notion that the Amer-
ican public has diverse goals for schooling. However, this reform
strategy requires substantial investments in research and teacher
training if it is to produce teachers with sufficient knowledge
of how to meet a variety of educational ends. Increasingly so-
phisticated research on teaching is beginning to develop this kind
of knowledge, especially in the areas of subject and skill-specific
teaching and classroom management. However, the approach
is not without problems. In the short run, even the advocates
of this approach admit that more knowledge is needed to im-
plement reforms. Moreover, in the long run, the successful im-
plementation of this strategy, by enhancing the power and status
of both knowledge elites and teachers, might result in greater
social distance between educators and the lay public and increas-
ing control of the educational system by professionals.

From the point of view of the clients of public education,
the question is not whether it is possible to reform schools, but
rather whether or not an inspirational view of teaching should
be abandoned. There are a number of sound reasons for main-
taining the current system, with its weak organizational and pro-
fessional controls. By doing so, the public can guard against
the development of potentially costly barriers to entry into the
profession and maintain more direct public authority over the
operations of schools. At the same time, one potential improve-
ment to this system warrants attention. This is the introduc-
tion of market controls and the development of schools of choice.
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In such a market, where the product was produced inspiration-
ally, education could not be rationally valued, but evaluation
could be based on normative or cultural grounds. The trend
toward magnet schools and the more limited trend toward open
enrollment and voucher schemes represent plausible approaches
to reforming an inspirational system. Taken to the extreme,
however, support for such a market might result in radical decen-
tralization of the school system, perhaps even privatization, and
it would probably turn schools into specialty shops that served
narrow communities of interest. Indeed, such a trend is already
in evidence in many areas of the country, where the growth of
Christian schools has been extraordinary.

Effects on Workers

It is also possible to judge the various reform strategics
on the basis of their effects on workers within education. For
now, discussion is restricted to teachers, the largest segment of
the education profession. Observers of the current wave of educa-
tional reform, especially those with an interest in the profes-
sionalization of teaching, have begun to question whether the
present structure of schools can foster the retention of good
teachers and their personal development throughout a career
(for example, Gideonse, 1982).

Fortunately, a number of organization theorists have con-
sidered the effects of task structure on worker satisfaction and
development (for a review, see Beer, 1976). Their research is
often based on an assumption that individuals strive for self-
actualization, a state of broad and self-directed personal growth
that fosters high need satisfaction, and that job satisfaction in-
creases as this need is satisfied. In research on many types of
occupations, for example, the following task characteristics have
been found to increase employee satisfaction: performing a vari-
ety of skills, performing a complete task, performing an impor-
tant task, having discretion or latitude in decision making to
perform tasks, and receiving feedback on task performance
(Hackman and Lawler, 1971). Walton (1978) labeled tasks with
these characteristics "high commitment" work systems. In these

6 A.
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systems, effective performance requires workers who have high
needs for personal growth and improvement of skills. Workers
who perform effectively in this system also develop a high com-
mitment to the organization, and employee absenteeism and
turnover are low.

The control structures associated with various reform
strategies could affect the job satisfaction and personal develop-
ment of teachers differentially. Currently, the vast majority
of practicing teachers have high job satisfaction (Meyer and
Rowan, 1978). However, many of those recruited to education
leave, and there is a legitimate concern among policy analysts
that the most academically talented recruits too frequently leave
the profession (Vance and Schlechty, 1982). This seems con-
sistent with a view of teaching as an inspirational task. There
is much autonomy and variety in this type of teaching, which
should account for the high levels of job satisfaction among prac-
ticing teachers. However, the low level of rational knowledge
about teaching means that the reward structure of schools is not
based on rational mastery of facts and procedures, a factor that
could discourage teaching recruits who strive to develop intellec-
tually. Instead, rewards in an inspirational system are expressive
in character, and job satisfaction is related to intrinsic and per-
sonal moti,'ations (Lortie, 1975).

It is questionable whether the routinization of teaching
would be an improvement over the current situation. In this
reform, restructured schools would develop along mechanistic
lines, which would reduce teacher satisfaction and might dis-
courage the academically committed from staying in teaching.
Increased input, output, and behavior controls would substan-
tially reduce teacher autonomy and centralization of planning
would place responsibility for the pursuit of rational knowl-
edge about teaching in the hands of administrative elites and
knowledge workers. This need not result in the deprofession-
alization of teaching, as some alarmists have warned. Indeed,
increased controls over teaching could create barriers to entry
into the teaching force and thus improve the professional stand-
ing of teaching. Still, the most satisfying and rewarding jobs
in education would be in administrative and knowledge-pro-



52 Restructuring Schools

ducing sectors of the profession rather than in rank-and-file
positions.

The encouragement of a judgmental approach to teaching
offers teachers more autonomy on the job than the routine ap-
proach, but less than that afforded by an inspirational approach.
Teachers would have procedural autonomy but be held account-
able for specific outcomes. The measure of autonomy afforded
by this control arrangement should foster medium levels of job
satisfaction. The major threat to worker satisfaction in this kind
of outcome-based control system lies in underinvestment in
organizational knowledge. If the level of task knowledge pro-
vided organizationally is insufficient to meet goals on a regular
basis, teachers would not expect much success, and this kind
of system could respond in only two ways: either lower the out-
put standards in order to shore up expectations of success or
withdraw rewards from the majority who are performing below
standard. The latter approach almost certainly would produce
even more job dissatisfaction, especially if the vast majority went
unrewarded. Unfortunately, a lowering of output standards also
might lower satisfaction. Recall that industrial workers have
often engaged in informal and social controls, such as quota-
restriction and goldbricking, in response to output controls.
Were this to happen in education, we might expect those who
thrive in high commitment work settings to flee schools for more
challenging work.

The final approach to reform, which sees teachers as
diagnosticians, can only succeed after substantial investments
in knowledge production. As we have seen, this system would
spawn organizations with larger support staffs composed of
knowledge specialists, and this group could gain rights to for-
mat teachers' work. However, the dynamic view of students and
goals contained within this approach would mitigate against
routinization and spawn organic forms of management. Teach-
ers would have autonomy to set task goals and would seek
assistance and support from specialists. Obviously, this kind of
system could produce very high- levels of job satisfaction. Nc,
only would it offer opportunities fot rational mastery of pro-
cedures, and thus perhaps attract the academically talented, but
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also it would give teachers opportunities for expressive growth
and intrinsic rewards by allowing them choice of educational
goals. The only threat to this sytem is recruitment. If educa-
tion cannot attract a workforce that thrives in this kind of high
commitment work setting, a vision of teaching as a diagnostic
task has little chance of practical success.

Conclusion

This chapter has considered alternative strategics for
"restructuring" schools. An argument based on organization
theory was developed to make predictions about how the struc-
ture of controls over teaching might vary according to socially
constructed definitions of teaching as a "technology." A brief
survey of research on teaching located four distinct theories of
teaching that correspond to the theoretical logic of the chapter
and, more importantly, that are presently endorsed by one or
more constituencies in education. Using the theoretical perspec-
tive, a set of four "restructuring" proposals were then derived.

A control stategy based on a vision of teaching as a routine
technology seemed consistent with much of the rhetoric of the
effective schools movement, which endorses the direct instruc-
tion model of teaching and advocates a mechanistic form of
school management that includes frequent monitoring of instruc-
tional outcomes and close supervision of teaching. While this
model has many supporters, a number of educators and policy-
makers have come to realize that this routine and mechanistic
system of management may be inappropriate given the diver-
sity of students and educational goals that characterizes Amer-
ican education. Moreover, there are sound theoretical reasons
to believe that this mechanistic control strategy would lead to
decreases in the job satisfaction of teachers. Thus, when com-
pared to other reform strategies, this restructuring proposal
seems to have the least chance of producing favorable outcomes
for students or teachers.

A view of teaching as a judgmental task can be found in
research that rejects the search for a single best way of teaching
but which endorses the development of clearly specified learn-
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ing objectives (for example, research on aptitude-treatment in-
teractions). When taken to its logical limit, ATI research appears
to imply that teachers need autonomy on the job because they
need to adjust procedures to variability in student inputs. Given
the variability of students in American schools and classrooms,
this represents a major advantage over a control system grounded
in a conception of teaching as a routine technology. Moreover,
if the right performance evaluation standards can be developed,
this kind of outcome-based control system can provide high levels
of job satisfaction for teachers. The major concern that policy
analysts should have about such a control system is its poten-
tial to narrow the range of educational goals. Were this to hap-
pen, this system, like the one discussed above, could end up
being unresponsive to the diversity of legitimate goals in Amer-
ican education and thus not serve the public well. From a prac-
tical standpoint, however, the outcome-based control system has
a major advantage. Given the sophistication and availability of
measurement technologies in most states and local districts, this
type of control system could be implemented with little addi-
tional investment in schooling. Moreover, since the control
system is based on a logic that does not require additional knowl-
edge about teaching, it could be (and has been) implemented
quickly in response to calls for educational accountability.

The inspirational view of teaching was argued to be the
status quo in education. On the basis of the theoretical perspec-
tive developed in this chapter and on existing research on schools,
we would expect this type of control system to provide teachers
with high levels of autonomy and to allow schools to accommodate
the diversity of students and goals in American education. It
also provides for little social distance between educators and
parents and for relatively direct citizen control. In fact, this
system of controls has proven amazingly viable and has led to
high levels of teacher and parent satisfaction. However, a ma-
jor political vulnerability of the system is its lack of an explicitly
rational view of teaching. This makes the system continually
vulnerable to rationalizing reform movements. It may also be
a reason the system is failing to attract an academically talented
workforce. In an inspirational system, the talented teacher suc-
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ceeds because of personal, not intellectual, resources and seeks
expressive rather than rational satisfaction from the job.

A final strategy is consistent with emerging views of teach-
ing as a complex "professional" task. This view of teaching as
a diagnostic task, and the control structure consistent with it,
appears to be one of the more appealing alternatives to an inspi-
rational view of teaching. Like the inspirational model, this model
of teaching can accommodate student diversity and multiple edu-
cational goals. Moreover, calls for the professionalization of teach-
ing could encourage the recruitment and retention of an intel-
lectually oriented and morally committed workforce. The prob-
lems with the strategy are that it would require substantial in-
vestment in the production of scientific knowledge of teaching
and could create social distance between educational professionals
and the public. Moreover, since knowledge of cause-and-effect
relationships in teaching is presently uncertain, support for this
approach to reform requires substantial faith in a scientific ap-
proach to education.

Thus, among the various reform strategies discussed in
this chapter, one appears unrealistic (the routine approach), one
is potentially narrow in scope but relatively inexpensive to im-
plement in the short run (the judgmental approach), and two
have enough strong points to be considered viable options for
policymakers (the inspirational and diagnostic approaches). The
last two alternatives suggest very different organizational and
professional designs for education, and a policymaker's support
of one approach over another will be based on dissatisfaction
with the current status quo in education and/or willingness to
invest in the science of education.

A larger message of this chapter is that educational reform
proposals can be theoretically derived from assumptions about
the nature of teaching and learning in classrooms. In fact, the
main contribution of this discussion has been the application of
a well-known and empirically robust theory of organizational
technologies to the conceptualization of teaching. We have dem-
onstrated that different theories of teaching as a "technology" exist
in education and that considerations of how teaching and learning
occur are basic to proposals for the reform of school organization.
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* THREE

Fostering
Teacher Professionalism
in Schools

Gary Sykes

This chapter takes up the question of professionalism in teach-
ing, a theme prominent in the educational reform movement
of the eighties. The rhetoric of professionalism has long been
employed in the teaching field but has taken on new urgency
and new meaning in recent years. Concerns about the recruit-
ment, retention, and renewal of able, committed teachers, their
initial and ongoing education, and the conditions of their work
in schools have served as a focal point for a range of policy ini-
tiatives.

A series of danger signals have alerted policymakers to
trouble concerning the status and health of the teaching occupa-
tion. Indications have been the following: teaching is neither
recruiting nor retaining the academically talented; the educa-
tion of teachers is inadequate, that salaries have declined substan-
tially, the career structure rewards advancement out of or
disengagement from teaching, and schools arc not organized,
managed, or provisioned to support good teaching. Certain of
the remedies selected in response have been familiar: increased
salaries, scholarship and loan forgiveness programs, and more
stringent requirements for teacher education and state licensure.
Others have introduced novelty: merit pay, career ladders, peer
evaluation schemes, and induction programs for beginners.
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The familiar remedies supply additional resources to a
resource-starved occupation but do not attempt reform. The
more novel remedies seek more fundamental change within
schools, including the introduction of new roles and responsibili-
ties for teachers, shifts in educational authority relationships and
in the labor-management compact, alteration of teaching's in-
centive structure, and promotion of more complex conceptions
of teaching. The unifying theme for all these initiatives has been
"teacher professionalism." In answer to the questions, "Why pro-
fessionalize teaching and to what end?" a number of responses
emerged.

First is a concern with the intellectual quality of the people
entering and remaining in teaching. If teaching is to compete
successfully in the college labor market, then status inducements
regarding financial and social status and working conditions are
necessary. Likewise, if the occupation is to retain accomplished
teachers, career rewards must be high. A second goal has been
to create organizations that promote teaching excellence, en-
courage steady improvement, and inspire commitment and high
morale. Pursuit of this goal involves creating new work norms,
patterns of interaction, and structural supports for teachers.

The proposal to professionalize teaching also promotes
a conception of teaching that emphasizes the cultivation and ex-
ercise of judgment as the essential aspect of what teachers do.
According to this view, teaching is nonroutine work that requires
considerable expertise in accommodating diverse learners and
in pursuing a complex, ambitious agenda of learning. A knowl-
edge base in education exists to guide and inform teachers' judg-
ment, and this knowledge must be progressively represented and
conveyed in norms and standards of educational practice. If
schools are to respond to the educationally disenfranchised, the
children at risk, and to pursue in earnest the call to educate
children in conceptual understanding and complex reasoning,
they will require teachers with superior knowledge, skill, judg-
ment, and commitment.

The introduction of this theme into educational policy and
practice has been problematic. The concern for recruitment has
resulted in often dramatic salary increases, and a shortage of
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teachers no longer appears imminent. Likewise, standards for
entry and training have been strengthened in many locales. But
the more ambitious reforms that focus on teaching in schools
changing authority relationships, reforming the structure of
career and work incentives, the emergence of new roles for
teachers, and the promotion of new norms and standards of
educational practice have proceeded slowly and fitfully, with
both successes and setbacks.

One version of the proposal to professionalize teaching
implicates broad concerns: the occupational ethos of teaching,
the organization of educational practices, and the expectations
of the public. To understand the possible results of such a trans-
formation of schooling requires an inquiry into the conditions
of schoolteaching in light of the theory of professionalism. The
central sections of this chapter pursue this inquiry, which leads
in the final section of the chapter to a set of principles for school-
based teacher professionalism.

Delegating control over important private and public mat-
ters to professionals is one way of organizing and regulating
services. This method entails the "surrender of private judgment"
to experts. Experts possess specialized knowledge and skill, ac-
quired through years of study and practice and certified through
formal credentials, that entitle them to assume grave responsibil-
ities over others. In our society, professionals exert influence
over many aspects of life, and since the turn of the century the
spread of the professions has been a notable development. Prac-
tices once carried out informally by community members are
now the exclusive legal province of professionals, and there has
been a corresponding shift in public perception. Our society is
widely regarded as having grown complex through an explosion
of knowledge and technology. Specialization is necessary for
everything from plumbing to surgery to personnel management.
Problems that at one time we might have tried to solve ourselves
with a little help from friends, we now turn over to experts. Vast
systems have arisen to rationalize and finance the exchanges be-
tween professionals and their clients.

If professionals have become commonplace in our soci-
ety, constituting by some accounts a "new class," we regard them
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with increasing ambivalence, even distrust (see Merton, 1976,
and Metzger, 1987). In fact, as a distinct policy choice, profes-
sionalization is one among several options for providing ser-
vices. David Kirp argues that policy questions may be settled
by recourse to political bargaining, legal norms, or bureaucratic
standards, rather than to professional judgment (Kirp, 1982,
137-138).

These alternative frameworks represent value judgments
regarding collective problem solving that appeal variously to
technical expertise, democratic procedure, fairness and uniform
treatment, consumer choice, and so on. As any student of Amer-
ican history will recognize, each of these alternatives has been
heralded at one time or another as the salvation of the schools.
"Take politics out of the schools" is followed by "Let the com-
munity decide" or "Let parents choose."

Each framework influences what will be provided, by
whom, and on what terms. Each has its own built-in constit-
uency teachers, lawyers, bureaucrats, or school boardswith
a special stake in policy outcomes. Each has legitimacy. Kirp
favors a dynamic tension between them, concluding that no
single approach to the provision of education is desirable. Legal-
ism can ensnarl schools in procedures, professionals can deprive
parents of voice in decisions regarding their children, and bu-
reaucratic rules can undermine the exercise of wise professional
discretion. Over time and on average, the pulling and tugging
between these approaches is best calculated to yield that elusive
ideal, the public welfare.

In our mixed system of governance, which features public
and private sources of influence and professional and bureau-
cratic forms of control, the tensions between these approaches arc
likely to persist, and the task of those who administer policy and
engage in practice is to construct a balance between them. The
professionalizing of teaching makes a claim for more authority
(A), regard (R), resources (R), and knowledge (K), or "ARRK."
This acronym forms the ark of the professional covenant, a bib-
lical trope meant to convey the importance of trust and the nature
of the compact between a profession and the public. Can teaching
become a public trust? To answe;. this question and thereby ex-
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plore the prospects for the professionalization of teaching, this
chapter considers each of these elements, then takes up the im-
plications for educational practice in the schools.

The Authority of the Teacher

A common observation about our schools is that adults
in general, and teachers in particular, have lost authority in re-
cent times. There is always reason to be suspicious about such
claims and the attendant implication that in prior eras things
were different. When adults speaking to youth begin a sentence
with "Why in my time . . . " or "When I was growing up . . . ,"
we all know that a cliché will follow. Then too, anyone familiar
with the two Willards Elsbree and Waller or with such clas-
sics as the Hoosier Schoolmaster is likely to scoff at a backward
glance that beholds the teacher as a paragon of authority. But
"loss of authority" arguments, while impeachable, are useful to
review for the conditions and perceptions they reveal.

One version concentrates on teachers' relations with stu-
dents, arguing that teachers have increasing difficulty gaining
their respect and maintaining discipline in the classroom. Par-
ents, particularly the increasing numbers who are well educated,
are more inclined to criticize teachers, to undercut teachers'
authority with their children, and to fail to exercise their own
authority (see Coleman, 1987, for this argument). The social
support necessary to teacher authority has eroded, forcing teachers
to rely more on personal charisma than on socially conferred
authority (Grant, 1981, 1983). As support for authority weakens
and teachers receive less deference and esteem, several responses
emerge. One is withdrawal. Teachers either leave the profes-
sion or psychologically disengage from the work, "retiring on
the job," as the saying goes. Another response is burnout. The
effort to establish authority with dozens of students year after
year through personal appeal alone drains even the best teachers
of energy and enthusiasm. By its very nature teaching is emo-
tionally demanding work, but testimony by veteran teachers in
recent years suggests that the work has become increasingly
difficult (McLaughlin, Pfeifer, Swanson-Owens, and Yee, 1986).
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Yet a third response is to make deals with students, to
negotiate treaties, and to exchange modest academic demands
for compliant student behavior. William Muir (1986) has argued
that in the absence of authority, teachers must resort either to
coercion or exchange to engage students with academic work.
As any number of recent studies suggest, recourse to exchange
has deeply influenced the curriculum and instruction in many
schools (see, for example, McNeil, 1986; Powell, Farrar, and
Cohen, 1985; and Sedlak, Wheeler, Pullin, and Cusick, 1986).
The very emergence of the theme of exchange in multiple, in-
dependent analyses is a tip-off that exchange has become a domi-
nant mode of control, especially in secondary schools.

A second version traces the migration of authority from
the classroom teacher to a variety of agents outside the classroom,
including state and federal governments, school boards and ad-
ministrators, textbook publishers, social scientists in the univer-
sity, and others. Contributing to this loss of authority has been
the centralization, legalization, and bureaucratization of school-
ing (Wise, 1979; Kirp and Jensen, 1986). To an extent unimag-
ined even twenty years ago, school days today are rule days,
with the intensification of student and teacher testing, curriculum
specifications, program and funding regulations, contract pro-
visions, and the rest, often cascading simultaneously into the
classroom from several levels of the system. If teachers are street-
level bureaucrats, then the aim of much recent policy has been
to reduce and direct their discretion, not to enhance or cultivate
it. The process has diminished their authority.

To this point I have spoken of authority in a commonsense
way. It may be useful to introduce some analytic rigor into the
discussion, for the concept of authority, along with the related
concept of power, is one of the indispensable building blocks
of social science, with roots deep in Western philosophy. Author-
ity has received many definitions, a sampling of which provides
clues to common elements:

"The right to control, command, or determine" [Random
House Dictionary, 1971, p. 100].
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"The rightful exercise of power to create the means of the
coordination of action" [Simon, 1948, p. 12].

"The possession of a status, quality, or claim that compels
trust or obedience" [Lukes, 1978, p. 642].

"A legitimate basis for inequality" [Elmore, 1987, p. 69].

These definitions point to the importance of a moral or
political order that provides the ground for claims of authority.
There is a shared belief that an authority has the right to issue
commands that must be obeyed because of that right. Authority
is the legitimate exercise of power, but there must be a com-
munity of belief about its proper exercise. The use of force
signifies the failure of authority, as does resort to persuasion,
which "presupposes equality and works through a process of
argumentation" (Arendt, 1961, p. 93). Authority, then, rests
not only on legitimation but on dependence on the claim that
subordinates should obey, and on the possibility of dire conse-
quences if they do not. Hence authority involves an inequality
between those who issue and those who obey commands that
is supported by reason and by the threat of coercion.

Pursuing this line of analysis a bit further, authority
possesses a reserve of reason, underpinning legitimacy as a form
of control, and a reserve of powers, underpinning dependence
as a form of control. The acceptance of authority makes recourse
either to reasons or to power unnecessary. Challenges to au-
thority, then, may be met either with reasons or with power.

Why should teachers have more authority over educa-
tional matterz, than they have at present? On what basis can
they cla. a authority? The ideology of professionalism supplies
one ansIN,r. The legitimation of professional authority involves
three distinct claims: "First, that the knowledge and competence
of the professional have been validated by a community of his
or her peers; second, that this consensually validated knowledge
and competence rest on rational, scientific grounds; and third,
that the professional's judgment and advice arc oriented toward
a set of substantive values" (Starr, 1982, p. 15). These claims,
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as Starr notes, correspond to the attributes collegial, cognitive,
and moralusually associated with the definition of a profession.
We are used to hearing that "the doctor knows best" (although
we are increasingly inclined to call this into question). Profes-
sional authority, by this account, rests on the parallel assertion
that "teacher knows best." "The special problem of construct-
ing authority in schools," writes Richard Elmore, "is that it
depends heavily on the teacher's role in the creation and prop-
agation of knowledge" (1987).

Does Elmore really mean the "creation" of knowledge or,
a different claim, its social appropriation in support of the
teacher's status as authority? Most doctors, after all, do not par-
ticipate in the creation of medical knowledge, but nevertheless
derive social benefit from association with scientific knowledge
produced elsewhere and often embodied in new technologies.
drugs, and therapeutic regimens. The most common explana-
tion for the rise of medical authority during the Progressive Era
was the improved competence of physicians based on a quicken-
ing round of scientific discoveries; yet as Starr notes, the growth
of science might rather have reduced professional autonomy by
making doctors dependent upon organizations.

So there are two interacting historical dynamics. One in-
volves the creation and legitimation of a knowledge base, the
other its appropriation by an occupational group seeking ad-
vancement. Administrators, like teachers, seek to professionalize
and so vie with teachers in gaining organizational control over
new knowledge. In fact, the matter is likely to be yet more com-
plicated. First, university-based social scientists may contend
with teachers in controlling the definition and trans ission of
teaching knowledge. Second, administrators may vie with teachers
over the organizational control of teaching knowledge. The
knowledge terrain, then, will be doubly contested, with a number
of alliances possible among these competing interests.

The prospects for asserting teacher authority on the basis
of expert knowledge are further complicated by public percep-
tions of teaching. For a variety of reasons (which I will now
review), it will be difficult to make credible the claim of special-
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ized knowledge in teaching. Nevertheless, this claim must and
will be pressed because it is so central to the meaning of profes-
sionalism. But here I want to take up a different and more novel
claim: that a democratic theory of education requires a strong
measure of authority to be vested in teachers.

This argument, advanced by Amy Gutmann (1987), turns
on its head the traditional charge that professionalism is an-
tidemocratic. From the Jacksonian Era onward, democrats in
the populist tradition have opposed the privileges attached to
office and disputed the knowledge claims of elites. We need not
accept the leveling tendencies of radical populism, however, to
acknowledge the democratic argument against professional
privilege. Is there a more hallowed principle in education than
the local control of schools, by which we have meant control
by communities through school boards? Nor do we need a com-
plex set of arguments to justify the rights of parents in deter-
mining the education of their children. On what basis, then,
might one argue for a democratic professionalism?

The starting point, following Gutmann, is to recognize
several limits to the exercise of legitimate democratic authority.
The first such principle is nonrepression, which "prevents the state,
and any group within it, from using education to restrict ra-
tional deliberation of competing conceptions of the good life and
the good society" (p. 44). She continues, "Adults must therefore
be prevented from using their present deliberative freedom to
undermine the future deliberative freedom of children."

The second limit on democratic authority is the princi-
ple of nondiscrimination, which "prevents the state, and all groups
within it, from denying anyone an education good on grounds
irrelevant to the legitimate social purpose of that good" (Gut-
mann, 1987, p. 44). This equity principle guarantees that all
children will be provided a nonrepressive education.

These two principles provide grounds to limit the rights
of the state and of parents in determining the education of
children. Children are members of both families and states; con-
sequently, the authority of each must be partial to be justified.
Parents cannot possess the freedom to limit the opportunities
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of their children or perpetuate racial and religious intolerance
in their children. States cannot indoctrinate children into a par-
ticular way of life in the interests of social harmony.

There must be institutionalized challenges to political
authority, and teachers represent one such challenge. Gutmann
sees governments as perpetuating a common culture and teachers
as cultivating the capacity for critical reflection on that culture.
In short, teachers serve to shed critical light on a democratically
created culture (p. 76). The principle of nonrepression, then, sup-
plies democratic content to the concept of professionalism among
teachers. Teachers must resist communal pressures and remain
sufficiently detached to cultivate critical judgment in students,
yet be sufficiently connected to communities to understand the
commitments students bring to school.

Gutmann goes on to argue that professionals can gain too
much autonomy and so succumb to "the insolence of office." In
our society, doctors and lawyers may indeed have more authority
than their expertise warrants. But there is an opposing problem.
when professionals secure too little authority. Then, they can-
not carry out their responsibilities because they lack not the per-
quisites of office but the necessary resources.

Although the claim of expertise carries insufficient moral
weight by itself to override democratic authority, the require-
ments of a nonrcpressive education do; such an education re-
quires professional control by educators.

When democratic control precludes teachers' exercise of
intellectual discretion, Gutmann argues, "(1) few independent-
minded people are attracted to teaching, (2) those who are at-
tracted are frustrated in their attempts to think creatively and
independently, and (3) those who either willingly or reluctantly
conform to the demands of democratic authority teach an un-
democratic lesson to their students of intellectual deference to
democratic authority" (p. 80).

This position has philosophical appeal, but it presents
difficulties in practice. Teachers in many communities across
the country may find the principles of democratic professionalism
small comfort in the face of powerful community norms.

Consider Alan Pcshkin's (1978) ethnographic study of
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Mansfield, a single rural community in the U.S. heartland.
There he found a close congruence between community ethos
and the school. "Mansfielders strive to hire not the best teacher,
in an intellectual sense," he observes, "but the teacher who will
best serve Mansfield. . . . They would reject teachers as un-
suitable who were 'too intelligent for this community" (pp.
199-200). Fitting in becomes the chief criterion for selecting
schoolmen and women, an observation Waller would have found
unsurprising.

Peshkin recognizes the dilemma here: "If education is
perceived as best when it attempts to maximize the intellectual
potential of a child, then MHS may be faulted. But if in places
like Mansfield the schools contribute to a sense of personal iden-
tity and to low alienation, then something of compensating value
may have been gained" (p. 200).

Much depends on what we as a people want from our
schools, but we do not speak with one voice. Parents want to
expand opportunities for their children but also want to main-
tain traditional values and ensure the stability of communities.
We stand in awe of scientific, artistic, and scholarly accomplish-
ments yet exhibit a deep strain of anti-intellectualism that often
masquerades as pragmatism. We pay lip service to the notion
of teachers as a class of independent intellectuals, but mark off
"academic freedom" as applying only to those teachers who hap-
pen to work in colleges and universities.

"An education for freedom and for virtue part company
in any society," notes Gutmann, "whose citizens are free not
to act virtuously; yet it is at least as crucial to cultivate virtue
in a free society as it is in one where the citizens are constrained
to act virtuously" (p. 38). This is the essential tension that must
be sustained within a democratic society, and according to this
theory, teachers have a vital role to play in fostering a society
at once free yet virtuous.

Teachers and the Effects of Regard

The proliferation of programs to recognize and award
good teachers signifies a concern with how our society regards
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its teachers. If individuals called to service are asked to make
material sacrifices, then the work itself must provide its own
reward, together with a certain measure of gratitude preferred
specifically from the persons served and generally from society
in the form of symbols, ceremonies, and rituals. But a current
worry centers on our society's low regard for teachers and its
effects on their recruitment, morale, and commitment, and their
capacity to teach.

As with the concern about teachers' authority, some of
the arguments are historical. Teachers have often come from
modest social backgrounds and often been the first family mem-
ber to attend college. In recent years, the college-educated seg-
ment of the population has increased in our society, with two
consequences. Teachers are no longer among the best-educated
members of many communities. The minimal status they once
enjoyed is slowly eroding. For many college graduates today,
teaching represents downward, not upward, mobility.

These trends may contribute to teaching's recruitment
problems, but they affect morale and commitment as well. As
David Cohen (1987) has noted, an ironic consequence of educa-
tional success has been to quicken the round of criticism leveled
at schools. An educated public is more apt to detect and ex-
press outrage at instances of poor teaching. As all teachers get
tarred with the same critical brush, they begin to feel beleaguered
and unappreciated. Teacher morale is a problem in many
schools, and there has been a steady decline in the percentage
of teachers who claim they would enter teaching if they could
choose over again (National Education Association, 1987, p. 58).

By other accounts, however, teaching has always suffered
an equivocal regard in our society. Lortie argues that teaching
"is honored and d;sdained, praised as 'dedicated service' and lam-
pooned as 'easy work.' It is permeated with the rhetoric of pro-
fessionalism, yet features incomes below those earned by workers
with considerably less education" (1975, p. 10). Teaching, it ap-
pears, never enjoyed a golden age; its recent troubles compound
a long-standing occupational liability.

This unfortunate social fact has consequences as well for
the work of teaching. Lot tic points to the "disjunction between
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task imperatives and status constraints." In a telling section of
his analysis, he compares the tasks of teaching reaching stu-
dents, managing group behavior, recognizing and responding
to the individual needs of students with other kinds of work
that make similar demands. In all cases he finds that teachers
have fewer resources and less control over them than theater
directors; they have less discretionary power and fewer resources
than managers; they have less formal recognition to support their
judgments than psychotherapists. Teachers therefore can be said
to be comparatively poorer in the status resources that facilitate
accomplishment of tasks (p. 167).

Beginning in the late 1950s, teachers turned decisively
to unionization as a collective advancement strategy, a move
that led to increases in wages, benefits, and job protections. But
unionism could not secure improvements in social position or
regard. To the contrary, the militant assertion of teacher rights
may have undercut esteem for teaching as a noble, helping pro-
fession. As the economic gains of unionism began to slow, pro-
fessionalism reappeared as a promising strategy to regain the
high ground and to enhance the image of teaching.

Is professionalism as traditionally conceived capable of
elevating the status of teachers? Much current scholarship casts
a harsh light on the self-aggrandizing tendencies of professionals
and suggests that this model is not worth adopting, even if this
were possible (for a review, see Metzger, 1987). Two forms of
censure have appeared in the literature. One regards the his-
torical process of professionalization as a uniquely Anglo-Amer-
ican attempt to reorder the basis of inequality and for the social
transmission of privilege (see, for example, Larson, 1977, and
Collins, 1979). In a democratic society that had no landed gen-
try, no nobility by birth, and no military class, professionals
became the dominant elite, or rather the "professional-mana-
gerial class," for professionalism took shape alongside the rise
of corporate capitalism. Of central importance to this new
aristocracy was a university-based credentialing system that arose
to legitimate social inequalities under the guise of meritocratic
access.

"Viewed in the larger perspective of the occupational and
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class structures," notes one analyst, " . . . the model of profes-
sion passes from a predominantly economic function orga-
nizing the linkage between education and the marketplace to
a predominantly ideological one justifying inequality of status
and closure of access in the occupational order" (Larson, 1977,
p. xviii). The cachet associated with the professional, then, had
as much to do with his social class background as with his special
knowledge and advanced degrees. This model of the profession,
then, is the perfect antithesis of teaching as an open-access, mass
occupation associated with low status programs and déclassé in-
stitutions.

The second line of attack points to the uses of professional
status in controlling clients. Superior status is a powerful resource
because the authority exercised by professionals includes not
only their skills in performing services but their capacity to judge
the experience and define the needs of clients. Doctors and
lawyers, for example, have the power to label clients, to define
their problems, and to prescribe the acceptable range of solu-
tions. In any number of fields, close scrutiny has revealed that
professional judgments on these matters serve the interests as
often of the professional as of the client (see, for example, Freid-
son, 1970a, 1970b; Barber, 1983; and Lipsky, 1980).

The cultural authority gained by professionals, their
capacity to define situations and impose judgments of meaning
and value, has two faces. Such authority is necessary to the con-
duct of professional work, and constitutes a valuable resource
in human service occupations. Professionals often must advise
their clients to make painful changes and decisions in their lives:
give up custody of a child; have an operation; go on a diet. Pro-
fessional status lends weight and authority to their opinions,
which they render in the best interest of the client. But such
authority is also highly susceptible to abuses, for the interests
and biases of the professional come into play in interchanges
with clients. Again, the doctor-patient or the lawyer- client rela-
tionship hardly seems an appropriate model for teacher-student
relations.

If older critiques of professionalism emphasized the rela-
tion between social class and occupational status, newer work
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highlights the significance of gender (see, for example, Harris,
1978, and Tyack and Strober, 1981). Teaching is a mass oc-
cupation that draws from a different social stratum than the elite
professions, but equally important, it is a feminized occupation.
In a patriarchal society women occupy subordinate roles, and
their lack of cultural authority is associated as much with their
gender as with their occupational position. The feminized oc-
cupations have always suffered subordinate status, which is in
part associated with the nature of the work itself (Brumberg and
Tomes, 1986, p. 287).

Professional status, note sociologists (for example, Ab-
bott, 1981) is in part dependent on client status, and children
have little status in our society. Many adults deal with children
without special training, knowledge, or position, so the claims
of teachers to special status are suspect. Teaching was institu-
tionalized as "women's work" out of economic necessity. A rapidly
expanding school system required a large, pliable, and inex-
pensive labor force. But a supporting ideology took shape as
well, emphasizing woman's nature as dictating her proper sphere
hearth and home, and nurturing roles such as teacher or nurse.
In the meantime, men of affairs would be in charge of schools,
hospitals, and clinics; women would labor dutifully for men.

If this is the historical legacy, the contemporary women's
movement, the drive to ensure equity and expand human rights,
and the dramatically increased participation of women in the
labor force have created a new set of conditions. Will these
developments result eventually in a cultural revaluing by men
and women alike of what has traditionally been women's work?
Not, according to feminist scholars, if teaching aspires to tradi-
tional professionalism, which is predicated on male conceptions
of work and career.

Feminist critics such as Sari Biklen (1986, 1987) and Sara
Lightfoot (1978, 1983) point out that commitment to a profes-
sional career is only possible within a sexual division of labor
that assigns women primary responsibility for childrearing and
housekeeping, so that men may uninterruptedly and single-
mindedly pursue their careers. When women, however, enter
the professions and attempt to balance the demands of motherhood
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with those of work, they are faulted for showing insufficient com-
mitment to the profession. Yet, as Biklen has argued, women
elementary teachers feel that they have always worked, despite
their discontinuous work histories and subordination to their
husband's careers. Their deepest ambition is not to advance in
a career but to improve their teaching.

Feminist scholarship, then, calls us back from the lure
of professionalism from images of wealth, status, and posi-
tion to the ideals and realities of teaching. The advancement
of teaching must not come at the expense of the work itself.
"Professional" reforms must not devalue teaching or ignore con-
ceptions of the work by those who perform it. And if teaching
continues to be women's work in our society, then reform must
encourage compatibility not competition between parental and
work roles.

How to construct a suitable regard for teaching is a most
elusive goal, for regard is a diffuse, will-o'-the-wisp effect of
culture and social structure that is not susceptible to social
engineering. Yet regard, with its origins in social status, gender,
and position, is a powerful factor in the creation of profession-
alism, which influences recruitment and commitment and serves
as a resource in accomplishing human service work. If reforms
are unlikely to exert direct effects on status, then they must at
least be sensitive to indirect and slowly developing effects, while
observing the physician's cardinal maxim: first, do no harm.

Teaching and the Control of Resources

Authority and regard arc important, but to most teachers,
the real problem is resources. Teachers argue that the under-
funding and low level of support for education is the fundamental
impediment to greater professionalism. They point to poor
salaries and benefits, lack of quality instructional materials, run-
down schools, overcrowded classes, the absence of support staff,
and the presence of unqualified teachers who have not met even
minimal requirements. They point to gross disparities in re-
sources as well. Within states, some districts spend considerably
more on public education than others, providing higher salaries,
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more in-service opportunities, better working conditions, and
greater community support. So there are terrible inequities in
the system as well. Some schools those in inner city and rural
areas have never been able to attract and hold their fair share
of good teachers or provide them with decent working conditions.

If the base support is inadequate, so is the support for
professional growth and development. One of the hallmarks of
the professional is to continue learning throughout a career,
deepening knowledge, skill, and judgment, staying abreast of
important developments in the field, and experimenting with
innovations that promise improvements in practice. This hall-
mark of professionalism, however, requires more than individual
commitment and a socializing orientation. It requires a sup-
porting organization and that most precious resource of all
time. Horace must compromise his ideals, Theodore Sizer (1984)
notes, because he cannot respond individually to all his students.
He cannot write extensive comments on 150 compositions per
week because the demand on his time is simply too great.

Teachers are so busy preparing lessons, teaching classes,
providing extra help, grading homework, coaching sports,
chaperoning student activities, monitoring study halls and the
lunchroom, overseeing recess, and the rest, that they have lit-
tle time for study and reflection. Just keeping school in the
United States requires an enormous expenditure of time and
energy each day.

But as countless commentators have noted, the schools
are not organized to encourage inquiry, reflection, or innova-
tion. The litany is familiar: Teachers work alone and receive
little feedback. Many teachers neither observe teaching nor have
their teaching observed by colleagues. Schedules preclude much
collaborative planning. Funds are unavailable for work in the
summers. Teachers have little access to sabbaticals, to con-
ferences and workshops, to good university courses. Districts
vary in their resource commitments to staff development, but
most offer two to three days of teacher training per year and
tie up most of their teacher-development budget in salary in-
creases for desultory course taking and empty credentialism at
local universities.
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So professionalism conceived as commitment to reflec-
tion and inquiry into teaching, continuous growth of knowledge
and skill, and innovation, receives little material or organiza-
tional support in most schools. Rather, professionalism so con-
ceived comes out of the hide of most teachers and requires
unusual dedication. Years ago, Willard Waller (1932) wrote
about the narrowing effects of teaching on "the teacher personal-
ity." More recently, Seymour Sarason (1972) has described the
deadening effects that years of teaching and the culture of schools
have on many teachers. A vibrant professionalism has never
developed in the schools.

Resource inadequacy, then, has contributed to teaching's
recruitment and retention problems, undercut teachers' capacity
to teach well, and limited the possibilities of commitment to pro-
fessional ideals. Teachers resent "society's" hypocrisy in demand-
ing more of them than society is willing to pay for. They often
compare themselves to physicians in battlefield hospitals, under
fire, lacking medical supplies, overwhelmed with the number
of casualties pouring in. They resort to triage techniques simply
to cope. But the difference, note teachers, is that these are the
normal or typical conditions of their work, not rare or extraor-
dinary circumstances.

Told to "act profe'ssional," teachers often respond with
resentment, rightfully regarding such injunctions as patroniz-
ing attempts to keep them in their place, to squelch discontent,
and to deny the legitimacy of their complaints that education
is underfunded and unappreciated. Teachers abandoned the
genteel rhetoric of professionalism and disbanded the NEA as
their umbrella organization when they came to recognize that
the ideology worked against their interests; that what profes-
sionalism meant to administrators, school hoards, and univer-
sity professors was docility and obedience. This was a conflict
over the control of schools and over the allocation of resources.

Against this image of struggling, resource-starved teachers
we can counterpose "the professional": a handsomely paid in-
dividual, sitting in a plush office, in command of the full re-
sources of modern science and technology, in charge of a large
support staff, and with a client load that allows for a regular
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golf game on Wednesday afternoons. In fact, however, this im-
age of the professional does not correspond to the realities of
professional work in our society. The free-standing, fee-for-
service professional is in the small minority today. Most pro-
fessionals work for large organizations that must conserve costs
and ration resources.

The management of professional work has become a cen-
tral challenge in our service economy today, and the primary
conflict between managers and professional staff centers on
resources. Professionals may retain technical control over their
work, but as Eliot Freidson (1986) notes, "the management exer-
cises direction by the use of its exclusive power to allocate the
resources necessary for the work, indeed, the very existence of
the jobs of the rank and file" (p. 149). Teachers enviously com-
pare their limited circumstances with the freedom and control
of university professors, and higher education does appear
favored, but Freidson argues that even in the groves of academe,
real power is control over the budget.

Much professional work, then, suffers from resource short-
ages, a condition that some commentators regard as inevitable.
In exploring the work patterns of street-level bureaucrats, for
example, Michael Lipsky (1980) describes the short cuts and
strategies such workers must use to cope with huge client loads.
uncertain knowledge, accountability pressures, and other aspects
of their work situations. He points out that demand for services
is likely to expand as rapidly as supply. Especially among in-
digent clients there is an infinitely elastic demand for better
police protection, more family and individual counseling, job
training, additional welfare, health care, and a variety of other
services. Lipsky's analogy for this phenomenon is the Long
Island Expressway. Traffic along this corridor is perpetually
heavy, and when a massive construction program expanded the
highway to open new lands, the traffic soon increased to main-
tain the jam at a higher volume.

While demand for human services expands in response
to supply, expanding the supply is itself problematic. Sarason
(1972) brings the point home in describing the "myth of reduced
class size." Congress, he argues, might pass a law tomorrow
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requiring that all classes in the United States be twenty students
or less, and appropriate funds to support such a decree, but our
society could not produce enough qualified teachers to meet this
demand.

Resource shortages, then, plague human service work of
all kinds, not just the work of teachers. Most professionals claim
they must compromise their ideals due to lack of resources. This
problem is endemic to service work. As Freidson notes, "all
choices are limited by the resources allocated differentially by
management and by the absolute level of resources available
to management." The consequence of these constraints, he
argues, is increased impersonality of services. Professionals often
"are organizationally impotent even though technically auton-
omous" (Freidson, 1986, p. 178).

Professionals in all fields constantly seek more resources
for their work, justifying their demands with appeals to client
welfare. In this sense, professionalism is likely to cost more than
other reform strategies. In the name of professionalism teachers
seek higher salaries, smaller classes, more time for planning and
reflection, better and more plentiful materials, improved staff
development, and other costly items. Public officials interested
in containing educational costs are therefore likely to resist such
initiatives. They observe that educational costs rose substan-
tially during the period when test scores and other quality in-
dicators declined. Getting tough, not throwing money at the
problem, looks like the best bet and makes for good politics.

Teaching is a public profession, and teachers subsist on
taxpayer support. There will always be competition for public
funds and tensions between professional ideals in teaching and
the publicly supported means to realize them in practice.

Knowledge in Teaching

Educators have spoken for years about "the knowledge
base of teaching," a hopeful phrase usually intended to indicate
the rich offerings of social science. Indeed, over the past twenty
years there has been an impressive growth in knowledge about
teaching, some of which has directly improved the practice itself.

1
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Yet the notion of a codified knowledge base, a "science of in-
struction," draws blank stares and skeptical questions from those
outside the academy, indeed from many teachers. "What knowl-
edge?" they ask. "And where do I go to find it?"

As I have already indicated, this question of knowledge
is central to the prospects for professionalism in teaching. Pro-
fessional status and authority rest on a claim to knowledge.
Without credibly advancing such a claim, teachers cannot secure
the privileged position they desire. The issue usually is for-
mulated in this manner, suggesting that we simply get on with
discovering or inventing the knowledge base. But the matter
is not so simple.

The mere existence of knowledge useful to a complex prac-
tice is insufficient to guarantee its effects on the public's imagina-
tion. To support the claim of professionalism, new knowledge
must produce a demonstrative effect, a convincing display of its
power. The majesty of the law, the miracle of new cures, the
wonders of engineering and architectural feats, these contribute
to the mythology of professionalism. The social significance of
new knowledge is as important as its efficacy in practice.

Equally important is control over the knowledge, its ap-
propriation by the group seeking professional status. It is not
clear that the knowledge represented in handbooks on teaching
will ever benefit the interests of teachers, even if it might im-
prove their teaching. As I have indicated, university-based
academics and school administrators also have interests to ad-
vance and defe,.,-1. From one angle, then, there is the potential
for conflict among these three groups for control of teaching
knowledge, and the interesting question concerns the alliances
that form.

Consider first the question of the knowledge itself. Can we
make a convincing case that special knowledge is required to
teach well, knowledge that can be transmitted through formal
programs rather than simply acquired via experience on the job?

Most people in our society have spent hours watching
teachers, and the work appears fairly ordinary, fairly routine.
When people recall the great teachers who have touched their
lives, it is the vivid human qualities they remember personality

u
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and style, passion and caring, even their eccentricities. Good
teaching, then, seems to be less a matter of technique, skill, and
knowledge than of personality. "It is difficult to disentangle
teacher character from teacher competence," notes Sara Lightfoot
(1983, p. 250).

Philip Jackson (1986) adds another point in arguing that
only modest claims to special knowledge in teaching are war-
ranted. He observes that much teaching in our society is non-
specialized and occurs without credentials or other professional
trappings. Informal teaching takes place at home, in Sunday
schools and summer camps, and on television. Teachers in our
most prestigious institutions elite private academies and uni-
versities do not possess special credentials. There seems, then,
to be considerable, commonsense evidence that no special knowl-
edge is needed to teach well. If Harvard or Hotchkiss do not
require teaching credentials, why should the public schools do so?

In a recent essay, David Cohen (1988) lends historical
depth to this observation. He describes a long tradition of teach-
ing, extending at least from medieval times to the present, in
which instruction is a commonplace, informal act carried on
within home and community. This long-standing and widespread
approach regards teaching as telling and children as empty
vessels into which adults pour knowledge. More sophisticated
conceptions of teaching and learning are modern inventions that
have yet to gain acceptance outside academic circles. Dewey,
Piaget, and other scholars may make a powerful case for learn-
ing as active construction of knowledge by the knower, but there
is nothing self-evident about this v.ew. "School instruction floats
on a sea of popular practices," notes Cohen, "and these prac-
tices have an historical life of their own." "Efforts to reform
schoolteaching subsist within a society in which unspecialized
and largely traditional teaching and learning go on everywhere,"
he argues (p. 27).

Knowledge-base conceptions that build on findings from
vanguard cognitive science arc likely to fly in the face of power-
ful, commonsense notions of teaching held by children and
adults. Rather than enhancing the status of the teaching pro-
fession, such notions may appear outlandish or faddish and serve
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ironically to discredit the profession. Public reaction to such past
reforms as the new math suggests that, regarding teaching and
learning, the experts had better not stray too far from familiar
and trusted traditions.

There is yet another factor complicating efforts to establish
a special knowledge claim in teaching. In most fields, profes-
sionals assert exclusive jurisdiction over a domain of knowledge
and practice. Teachers, however, must share the domain of
children's learning and development with parents (Lightfoot,
1978). They do not possess the moral authority to erect a high-
walled kingdom of special knowledge. They must share respon-
sibility with parents, and this means reducing social distance
and demystifying school knowledge. In other fields, social dis-
tance and mystification enhance the claim to expertise, and
possession of the knowledge contributes to social distance. This
circular relation builds professional status but is impermissible
in teaching.

These conditions limit the prospect that teachers will be
able to associate with high status knowledge. Research on teach-
ing goes forward, however, and the journals brim with con-
fidence in the progress made. The results are intriguing. They
include robust, albeit probabilistic, findings, instructional the-
ories, soft technologies, new materials, and much advice and
many prescriptions for teachers. Who will benefit from this
gradually accumulating knowledge? How will new knowledge
be represented, tested, transmitted, and employed?

New knowledge traverses several routes into practice. One
path leads from policy through administrative procedure into
the classroom. State and local policymakers appropriate social
science knowledge in order to gain greater control over teaching.
The means include testing regimens, evaluation systems, pre-
scribed texts and instructional materials, lesson and unit plan-
ning guidelines and formats, and mandated in-service training.
Knowledge is used to improve administrative monitoring and
oversight of teaching. The aim is to identify measurable out-
comes, to specify effective instructional processes, and to en-
sure that teachers comply with established routines prescribed
by researt h.
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Such uses of knowledge are not necessarily antithetical
to professionalism. The growth of technical knowledge in other
fields has served to enhance the status and competence of the
practitioner, not to reduce his autonomy. Researchers have for
some time been sensitive to the uses of research knowledge by
teachers. Many now argue that such findings are valuable in
directing teaching practices but must be interpreted and adapted
by teachers in light of their knowledge of their locality and their
intentions for particular students (for development of this argu-
ment see Gage, 1985; Fenstermacher, 1980; and Brophy, 1988).

Research knowledge provides principles, not rules, in guiding
teacher judgment and decision making. Lee Shulman (1983)

underscores this perspective by drawing an analogy between
teachers and judges. The latter draw on a large body of law,
which they must interpret to resolve particular cases. So too
teachers must consult a body of findings and principles in mak-
ing decisions within their realm.

Schools must have means to coordinate and control in-
struction. Agreements among school faculty members on mat-
ters of curriculum, instruction, and assessment are necessary and
can be based on findings from research as well as knowledge
of local circumstances. The second-grade teacher depends on
the work of the first-grade teacher and may need to plan cooper-
atively with other second-grade teachers. The university model
featuring a collection of individual scholars who occasionally
come together in committee to review the curriculum would be
wholly inappropriate for most K-12 schools. In fact, recent
criticism of higher education suggests that increasing specializa-
tion coupled with the extreme autonomy and individualism of
university professors has not been healthy for undergraduate
education.

But the emphasis in prescriptive uses of knowledge is not
on the school-level coordination of instruction but on external
accountability. Teachers do not participate in setting goals or
planning such systematic instruction. The knowledge flows from
the university into policy and administration. The knowledge
is applied to teachers in an attempt to hold them accountable.
Teachers themselves neither generate new knowledge nor decide
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when and how to use it. The result is to deprofessionalize teach-
ing, reducing teachers to functionaries and teaching to routine.
The alliance of university-based social science with policy and
administration serves all interests except the teacher's (and per-
haps the learner's).

Administrative uses of teaching knowledge appear as a
dominant trend, dating back to the efficiency movement of the
Progressive Era (Callahan, 1962; Cremin, 1961), but alter-
natives are evident as well. In some schools teachers actively
construct the curriculum and develop new programs, drawing
on the fruits of research and theory coupled with their own ex-
periences. Less visible than the high-profile administrative and
policy-initiated uses of knowledge, the tradition of local efforts
centered in particular schools, sometimes in districts, and often
in informal, extended networks of teachers has served as a
robust, countercultural trend to bureaucratic approaches.

Teachers themselves have participated in the generation
and appropriation of knowledge in their work, and as Donald
Schon (1983), among others, has argued, social science is just
beginning to explore the epistemological issues regarding
teaching. In the post-positivist era, there is a growing recognition
that social science has provided an incomplete if not misleading
account of complex practices such as teaching. The findings of
social science can certainly inform the work of teaching but can-
not by themselves constitute the knowledge base. In fact, multi-
ple, competing conceptions of expertise underlie professional
practices (Kennedy. 1987). There is no single paradigm of pro-
fessional knowledge, and all practices struggle with the formula-
tion of theory and practice, critical inquiry and received wisdom,
general principles and clinical case knowledge, the cultivation
of judgment and the development of skills.

In teaching, interest has grown in new forms and kinds
of knowledge that might supplement behavioral science at the
same time that it empowers teachers. 'Terms such as expertise,
craft knowledge, the "wisdom of practice," and case knowledge
suggest the interests of various investigators (see, for example,
Berliner, 1986 and 1988; Shulman, 1986 and 1987; and Wilson,
Shulman, and Richert, 1987). The nature of such knowledge
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and the methods of identifying, testing, and sharing it are all
problematic, but the search along these lines bespeaks dissatisfac-
tion with a skills-oriented approach to teaching.

The School as a Professional Community

What are the implications of the foregoing analysis for
the organization of schools? Professionalism as a reform theme
appears as a necessary complement to other initiatives. To pro-
vide excellent teaching on a widespread basis, the schools must
promote commitment to high ideals and the opportunity to
become increasingly skillful in the craft of teaching. Approaches
to school organization that emphasize bureaucratic regularity,
legal norms, or consumer preferences will not adequately cul-
tivate either commitment or expertise among teachers.

The professional covenant stressing authority, regard,
resources, and knowledge supplies the constituent supportive
elements. But professionalism in teaching must take on a distinct
meaning, one that accords with the historical evolution and social
circumstances of the occupation. Traditional images of profes-
sionalism that emphasize elite status, private power, social dis-
tance from clients, and single-minded pursuit of careers will not
serve teaching. Taking the school as a locus for a professionalism
distinctly suited to teaching, I propose seven principles to guide
the formation of professional communities within schools.

1. Complement Bureaucratic Accountability with Professional
Responsibility. This is the cardinal maxim because professionalism
relies on trust: We entrust vital matters to professionals, and what
warrants that trust is commitment to standards enforced by a
community of peers. Requirements for entry to practice are one
important locus for standards, and the classic bargain struck by
thc elite professions substitutes regulation of the worker for regula-
tion of the work itself. An extended, rigorous professional educa-
tion, coupled with stringent licensure procedures serve to warrant
knowledge, skill, and norms. Professionals then enjoy discretion
in the performance of their work, and they are evaluated by peers
against standards developed within the profession.

In education, professional norms and standards will never
replace public accountability measures but can serve as an im-
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portant complement to them. School faculties can work colle-
gially to develop norms of conduct and standards of practice
to guide their work and represent their commitments to the
public. Whereas external accountability tends to be input- and
output-oriented, taking the form of curricular specifications,
materials selection, monitoring systems, standardized testing,
graduation requirements, and the like, professional norms and
standards focus on the work itself and represent both ethical com-
mitments and conceptions of "best practice" derived from re-
sear& and professional consensus within the field.

What might such school-based professional standards for
teachers look like? In a comprehensive high school, the parties
to such standards might include the full faculty of the school
for certain standards, academic departments for other standards,
and ad hoc working groups for still others. For example, school
faculties might formally work out a set of expectations regard-
ing teachers' noninstructional responsibilities, their duties to
parents, or their obligations for professional growth. A language-
arts department might create a standards framework that sets
forth guidelines for the teaching of writing. Such a framework
can incorporate advances in research on the writing process,
a language-arts philosophy, and procedural guidelines for teach-
ers on such matters as feedback on student compositions.

Fashioning explicit commitments in the form of norms
and standards serves several important functions in creating a
professional community. First, the process provides a forum
where teachers as a collegium can deliberate on matters of prac-
tice. Second, the formal statements can serve as a representa-
tion of both the knowledge and ethical bases of teaching. Third,
the process and its results can communicate conceptions of prac-
tice and professional responsibility to the public, underscoring
the obligations that teachers take upon themselves. And fourth,
such deliberations and agreements can guide the daily practice
of teaching.

The articulation of norms and standards must be school-
based because the process is as important as the outcome, must
involve all teachers, and must be continuous. Annual statements
can set goals and targets for teachers as well as establishing
universal norms. The process vests control over standards in
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teachers themselves, providing a forum and a format where
teachers' understandings and intentions can inform the frame-
work of standards that guides teachers' practices. The shortcom-
ings and insufficiencies of external accountability procedures are
well known. They require supplementation through locally
developed standards that represent the commitments and ex-
pertise of a professional community.

2. Promote Professional Socialization Processes Within Schools.
Universities convey necessary liberal and technical knowledge
to prospective teachers, but socializing them into professionals
takes place within the work setting. Conceived as a set of at-
titudes and dispositions, professionalism is a psychological con-
struct requiring organizational support. Research on teaching
has identified factors, such as expectations and sense of efficacy,
that influence effectiveness. The disposition to hold high expec-
tations for student learning and to believe in one's own ability
to encourage learning arc critical to good teaching.

Furthermore, teaching is different from other occupations
in that newcomers have already experienced a lengthy "appren-
ticeship of observation" as students watching teachers work. Con-
sequently, the need is to resocialize beginners, particularly if
the students they teach are different from themselves and if the
methods they use are nontraditional. As Lortie (1975) has noted,
there is a conservative bias built into teaching based on both
recruitment and socialization patterns. If professionalism is to
include !xperimentation with new methods of teaching and com-
mitment to teaching a socially diverse body of students, then
school-based processes are necessary to inculcate values and
norms as well as to impart skills.

There arc three points of reference for formal induction
experiences. The first is the state's interest in promoting a stan-
dard of safe practice for entry. States increasingly are mandating
intern and induction programs as part of licensure requirements.
A second potential source of influence is the employing organiza-
tion. Most districts provide very minimal support and super-
vision to beginning teachers, but they do have an interest in
conveying district policy and procedure. The third influence is
the profession, with the focus on norms and standards that com-
pose the obligations of teaching.

S
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These interests differ. The state aims to establish a set
of minimum, uniform criteria of competence. The district an-
chors its concern in the terms and conditions of employment.
The profession seeks to instill a broad set of obligations that pro-
motes trust in teacher competence, judgment, and discretion.
These aims are not incompatible, but conflicts may arise be-
tween them. For example, districts might establish policies that
violate professional teaching norms. A mixed system of authority
within the school appears best calculated to promote student
learning and welfare, but at present there is little attention to
professional socialization of teachers. The arrangements taking
shape through state and district policy in many locales, however,
may create conditions for stronger, school-based socialization.

For example, as part of the development of state-mandated
intern and induction programs, school faculties can supplement
minimal standards and criteria with professional norms that help
shape and direct mentor-novice exchanges. Such norms may
refer to technical knowledge and ethical precepts and may be
universal or particular. Their introduction can help convey and
establish a dual membership: in the school community and in
an extended professional community. Each community serves
as a source of authority in regulating teacher conduct, and if
skillfully managed, the potential tensions between these sources
may be productive, for each alone is open to greater abuse than
they are when acting together, as Gutmann's theory of demo-
cratic professionalism makes clear (Gutmann, 1987).

3. Strengthen Lateral Connections Between Teachers Concerning
the Construction and Coordination of the Curriculum. Teacher involve-
ment in the development of the curriculum is essential to the
meaning of professionalism in teaching. Curriculum is broadly
conceived to include the scope and sequence of objectives; under-
lying theories and models of knowledge, of the learning pro-
cess, and of learners; methods and models of teaching and assess-
ment; instruction materials; and the means for the coordination
and collaborative development of these matters. The curriculum
is the province of teaching, although not the sole province.

Curriculum development is critical to professionalism
because it provides a concrete focus for teacher planning and
decision making, a context within which to join theory to prac-
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tice, create a common language of purpose and analysis, and
acquire and employ the knowledge justifying teachers' claims
of professionalism. The tendency in much educational policy
and practice is to separate ends and means, that is, to institute
a functional split between content and methods. School systems
organized on bureaucratic principles tend to constrain everything
but the interactive process of teaching, reducing the kernel of
discretion to method alone. But the division between content
and method is artificial. Content and method interpenetrate and
form the natural unit for educational planning and for the ex-
ercise of professional judgment.

As Joseph Schwab (1969) has argued, curriculum develop-
ment requires arts of the eclectic and deployment of multiple
theories. Furthermore, continuity of curriculum is necessary,
both vertically from grade to grade, and horizontally across sub-
jects and disciplines. Both points suggest that curriculum con-
struction and enactment are a communal, not a solitary, endeavor.
Teachers must collaborate across grades and subject areas to
bring a wide range of knowledge to bear on their work and to
ensure coordination and continuity. These are the task-related
lateral connections concerning teaching that school organiza-
tion and resources must encourage. In particular, teachers must
have time to work together, and they must have access to out-
side resources. This leads to the next principle.

4. Create Status-Equalizing Access to External Sources of Knowl-
edge. Local development of school programs has two obvious bene-
fits and two equally apparent defects. The benefits include respon-
siveness to the learners and to the community, particularly as
the community becomes a rich curriculum resource, and proprie-
torship of the curriculum by teachers, which contributes to their
sense of engagement and competence. The defects include paro-
chialism and the potential exclusion of other legitimate interests.

To counter these weaknesses, teachers must have access
to outside sources of knowledge to enrich their curriculum work
and to connect it to external sources of expertise and authority.
In particular this means interchange with university-based schol-
ars on matters of teaching, learning, and curriculum. The cur-
rem mode of desultory course taking in pursuit of modest salary

1
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increases and additional credentials does not constitute the neces-
sary connection with sources of higher-order knowledge. More
promising approaches include creation of interdisciplinary pro-
fessional development schools or teacher centers, establishment
of joint positions such as adjunct faculty, and sponsorship of
collaborative research and development projects in the schools.
Such initiatives would tend to legitimize teacher kn Avledge and
status, strengthen connections to relevant bodies of theoretical
and empirical knowledge, and effectively fbster creation and use
of relevant knowledge.

Teachers also must reckon with authoritative pronounce-
ments on curriculum issued by state and local agents of the
public. The school curriculum is a locus for professional knowl-
edge and an instrument of teaching practice. But the school
curriculum is also a powerful source of social and cultural values
and a battleground of competing interests. Teachers alone may
not control the curriculum, but they must employ professional
knowledge and judgment in interpreting, enacting, and some-
times resisting public curriculum policy.

5. Create Informal Leadership Opportunities for Teachers in Con-
nection with the Corporate Improvenzent of Teaching. The incentive
structure for teaching is upside down: Rewards go to those who
leave teaching, not to those who progressively deepen their com-
mitment and skill. Schemes that vpuld introduce permanent
ranks for advancement in teaching risk bureaucratic rigidity,
procedural entanglements, and an increase of organizational and
interpersonal conflict. Yet structural support is necessary to make
viable a career in teaching. The concept of carer need not im-
ply, but neither should it preclude, advancement opportunities.
The task for management and organization is to create posi-
tions that teachers may rotate through and temporary respon-
sibilities that provide teachers with new challenges.

The creation of new roles and tasks for teachers must be
connected to the improvement of teaching as a whole. Such new
roles and tasks would serve to legitimate teachers' work out-
side of direct contact with students, would contribute to the
creation of a learning community, and would underscore the
cardinal professional commitment to continuous growth. New
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responsibilities might include teacher induction and evaluation,
staff development, practical inquiry, and school-based policy
setting. Many teachers may not seek advanced responsibilities,
but options for some would be valuable, particularly if such posi-
tions were well supported with preparation and training for the
new roles, administrative backing, and sufficient resources. The
aim of new roles and responsibilities for teachers, however,
should not be simply to create a career structure for and retain
good teachers. The aim should be to increase the competence of
all teachers and the effectiveness of schools by bringing the talents
of teachers to bear on collective efforts to improve education.

6. Legitimate and Provide Time for Engagement of Teachers in
a Range of Responsibilities Aside from Direct Instruction. This princi-
ple enables the others and goes to the heart of the resource ques-
tion. If teaching is equated solely with student contact and
consequently with isolation from other adults, teachers will have
kw opportunities to improve their practices or to develop pro-
fessional orientations and commitments. To implement the other
principles, teachers must have time to plan, to confer, to observe
teaching by other teachers, to discuss practice, to read and write,
to travel, and to reflect and inquire. Furthermore, these activities
must be communal as well as individual, for their dual aim is
improvement of both schools and individuals.

The organization and management of schools is deeply
implicated in carrying out this principle, for time is at once the
most flexible and the most precious resource of an organiza-
tion. Finding or creating time is the central imperative in the
management of teaching, and many approaches to do this are
available. School administrators can do the following: create
schedules that provide common planning time for teachers; con-
struct teacher teams that plan and instruct together; secure ad-
ditional funds for teacher planning and development; draw on
community resources to enrich the staffing mix in schools; and
focus resources on teacher-neld positions within and between
schools that increase opportunities for teachers to confer on mat-
ters concerning curriculum and instruction.

Two factors most seriously compromise teachers' capacity
to acquire and exercise professional judgnient and skill in their
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work: too many students to teach and too little time, while work-
ing in teaching, to work on teaching. Like other professionals,
teachers require enabling conditions in order to be effective, but
in too many locales these are absent. In some cases, schools are
simply underprovisioned: More resources are needed, and
educators must secure greater funding from the public. In other
cases, however, school systems are badly organized and admin-
istered, with available resources poorly used. The responsibility
of administration, then, is both to secure the necessary resources
and to use them wisely. From this chapter's perspective, this
means creating conditions that provide manageable "case loads"
and that legitimate the time that teachers spend on professional
activities.

7. Increase Sensitivity Within the Policy System to the Impact of
External Mandates on Teachers and Teaching. This principle is similar
in spirit to the requirement that environmental impact statements
accompany new federal regulations. The responses of teachers
to external regulation are often regarded as recalcitrance on their
part, not as sensible adaptations in light of teachers' intentions
and understandings. Distrust of teachers sometimes provokes
policy mandates and inducements, but implementation often
produces mixed results. Adverse effects include mandates that
have not been adequately funded, lack of system capacity to re-
spond, unrealistic timelines, incorrectly specified problems, and
unanticipated and counterproductive consequences. When teach-
,frs, for example, note that excessive testing undercuts their
capacity to engage students in meaningful learning, this is not
resistance by them to accountability. There should be a flow
of information between levels of the policy system, so that public
officials heed teachers' professional judgments about the impact
of policy as well as impose policy. The thrust of this principle
is not to argue against policy-driven efforts to influence teaching
but to urge a place for professional judgement by teachers in
shaping policy. The voices of teachers have been absent in the
debate about current reforms, a result of the marked antagonism
between organized teachers and public officials. But if bureau-
cratic accountability measures are necessary to check the abuses
of professionalism, bringing teachers' judgments to bear on the

1 1
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effects of policy is equally necessary to offset the evident inade-
quacies of bureaucratic methods. Dialectical tensions between
methods of control are useful, and "talking back" to those who
impose policy from outside is a requirement within a profes-
sional community that supplies useful challenges to policy.

This chapter has explored four themes central to the mean-
ing of professionalism. The general import has been that the
classic professional model is unsuited to the circumstances of
teaching but that the virtues of professionalism do apply to the
occupation and practice of teaching. Thus, the task in the future
is to construct a professional model that accommodates teaching:;
distinctive aspects. One place where such a model can be devel-
oped is the school, where a community can be organized that
supports the proper authority and expertise of teachers. The con-
struction of such local communities and their connection to ex-
ternal sources of authority and knowledge on teaching and learn-
ing is one important task for policy and practice in the future.
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FOUR

Organizing Schools
to Encourage
Teacher Inquiry

Hendrik D. Gideonse

Teaching continues to be in crisis. Excessive demands on teach-
ers' time and responsibilities are coupled with minuscule incen-
tives. The system has become highly bureaucratized, and
teachers and administrators often resign themselves to achiev-
ing minimal results and lose sight of fundamental aims. Efforts
to apply intellect and energy to existing problems fbunder in
the face of overt and covert opposition. Consider the following
testimony from a refugee from teaching:

I worked very hard as a teacher. Not only did I teach seven
classes a day (four different preparations), but I began at-
tending evening classes at the university in order to up-
date and expand my content knowledge and my teaching
expertise. As my workload increased, WIFM's (what's in
it for me?) began to invade my thinking. The work in my
university courses added to the four plus hours of prepara-
tion and paper-grading made the $200 raise on the pay

,Vole: An early and t onsiderably shorter ersion of this chapter was published
b the journal of Curriculum and Suprrz-ilion, 1988, 4, (1), under the title "Tract it 1nel:-

0r:clued Inquiry by Teat hers: Meaning, justification. and Implications Ow School
Structure
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scale inconsequential. At school, any requests for student
information from the guidance office or for materials to
be ordered through the city-wide media center meant I had
to do all the record-searching or locate and fill out the order
forms. The coffee-toting guidance counselor and librarian
became thorns in my side. Attempts to advance a young
man into a programming class commensurate with his
ability me.i with stony resistance. Uncovering the fact that
twenty-one of twenty-four seniors failing my pre-calculus
class had PSAT scores in the seventeenth percentile and
below even though they had three years of A and B math
grades on their records, brought disdain and dislike from
my principal. His answer to my question about how best
to help these students was simple, "Develop twenty-four
individual educational programs." His unspoken answer
was, "Give them the A's and B's and get the parents off my
back!" It did not take long for both students and parents
to realize that they had a sympathetic ear in the principal's
office. I wanted everyone to gain their knowledge by work-
ing (I thought that was the way it was supposed to be),
but the most important thing to the principal, parents, and
students was the grade, whether it reflected true knowledge
or not. Teaching in the "reflective practitioner" style . . . be-
came an impossibility due to the lack of time, numerous
impediments, and seeming lack of support. The course
to follow became increasingly obvious. I had to resign.

Testimony by practitioners on the problems within schools
is clearly matched, if not exceeded, by public demands for
dramatically higher school performance. Those demands arc
sometimes couched in relative terms, in the sense that current
levels of achievement arc compared unfavorably with past per-
formance. Sometimes public concerns reflect fears about the
long-term social consequences of the system's current perfor-
mance, particularly for the poor, some minority groups, and
troubled adolescents. Still others reflect the fear that schools will
fail to meet projected needs for a technologically sophisticated
citizenry in economically demanding times.

1_;
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In the last half dozen years, notably since the release of
the report of the National Commission on Excellence in Educa-
tion (1983), the nation and the states have been deluged by
numerous and sometimes contradictory prescriptions for educa-
tional reform. These include recommendations that teachers
receive higher pay on entering the profession and greater op-
portunities for advancement within teaching. Career ladders and
merit pay should be instituted. Greater professionalism has been
demanded of teachers. Higher standards for recruiting teachers
and judging their performance have been demanded. Numerous
calls have appeared for restructuring schools. More account-
ability in setting the objectives of teacher preparation has been
sought from institutions of teacher education. At the same time,
however, severe limitations have sometimes been imposed on
those same institutions. Alternate routes to entry into teaching
have been proposed, some of which virtually bypass anything
approaching professional preparation whatsoever.

This chapter accepts as legitimate the call by both teachers
and public for fundamental reform. The discussion here rests
on the conviction that teachers' ability to achieve better perfor-
mance is beyond their control as schools arc presently organized
and operated. In short, the organization, the very frameworks,
of schools implicated by the refugee teacher's remarks must be
transformed. The essence of the transformation of those frame-
works lies in the creation of roles and organizational structures
for teachers and schools that will guarantee consistent teacher
performance because they arc based on two kinds of knowledge:
(a) established theoretical and clinical knowledge and (b) site-
and child-specific knowledge.

Donna Kerr has recommended that "both state and local
education agencies should engage sociologists of work and social
psychologists to redesign school as a workplace." "Teaching,"
she says, "would appear to be a case of an inherently interesting
activity that schools have, in effect, reduced to a numbing repeti-
tion" (Kerr, 1983, p. 143).

Teaching requires specialized l. towledge (sec Chapter
Three). Indeed, three reports havr.g direct hearing on teacher
preparation all speak about the availability and implications of
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specialized knowledge for the future of teaching (National Com-
mission on Excellence in Teacher Education, 1985; Carnegie
Task Force on Teaching as a Profession, 1986; the Holmes Group,
1986). Even otherwise problematical reform initiatives rhetor-
ically acknowledge the essential ingredient of specialized knowl-
edge in teachers' professional preparation and performance.

Disagreements about the knowledge that undergirds pro-
fessional performance in teaching do exist, however. Sometimes
they arise over the different kinds of knowledge that teaching
candidates should acquire. Some reformers place heavy (if not
virtually exclusive) emphasis on a liberal education and a sub-
ject matter major. Other critics, while acknowledging the im-
portance to teaching of competence in both the liberal arts and
a particular subject matter, insist that teacher education institu-
tions pay equally strong attention to professional knowledge
bases (for example, the Holmes Group, 1986). Some, making their
own assessment of professional knowledge bases, question wheth-
er sufficient knowledge exists to draw any inferences about
restructuring teacher preparation programs (Jackson, 1987).

The recent Texas legislative decision (SB 994) to cap at
eighteen semester hours, including student teaching, the number
of credit hours that candidates may be required to take in their
preservice preparation for teaching, demonstrates the belief that
little professional knowledge exists in the educational field. Texas
represents only the most recent of a handful of states whose
public policy initiatives on teacher education explicitly or im-
plicitly reject the existence or worth of specialized professional
knowledge capable of informing teaching.

Most of the discussion about the knowledge needed for
effective teaching has been conducted in the context of debates
about the preservice preparation of teachers. This chapter focuses
on the implications of knowledge-based teaching practices for
the organization of schools and for the roles of teachers. (For
a broader analysis of the implications of research inquiry as a
basis for educational reform, sec Gidconsc, 1983.) The discus-
sion rests on two assumptions. The first is that, just as the ini-
tial preparation of teachers should reflect certain knowledge
bases, so should the organization of schools. The second is that
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the specific information and the accumulated knowledge (some-
times called the wisdom of practice) derived from the site-specific
inquiry and learning of teachers is as vital to the performance
of teachers as the more generic knowledge bases that are im-
parted during initial preparation in the domains of general
education, a particular subject matter, and professional prac-
tice. This chapter's intent, therefore, is to address the kinds of
clinical, evaluative, or problem-solving inquiries that would
make teachers more effective in their day-to-day performance.
This inquiry pertains to the specific sites where teachers work,
the specific children they teach, and the planning and evalua-
tion activities teachers must undertake to guide their teaching.

New Assumptions for Old

The present organization of schools is based on two as-
sumptions: (1) Teaching is largely telling, and (2) children should
be grouped according to age by year (see Good lad 1984, chapter
four).

These assumptions explain both the existence and the size
of today's classrooms and the grades into which students are
placed. They explain the specialized preparation accorded teachers
of children of distinct age groups, the daily schedules of schools,
schools' physical layouts, the forms of curricular pathways, and
the choices (or, more accurately, the substantial absence of
choices) available to parents seeking schools for their children.

They arc not, however, the only assumptions that could
be adopted. A rather different set could be employed, a set that
arises from our knowledge of teaching and learning, which is
today considerably more advanced than that available when the
present organization of schools was first determined. Those alter-
native assumptions include:

Children present themselves to schools with very different
life experiences and readiness for the tasks of learning.
They are not the same just because they are the same
age.

Children learn at different rates and in different ways.
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Teaching is an intellectual activity involving the organi-
zation of tasks, materials, and time to identify and
achieve learning objectives.

These assumptions state that teachers engage in intellec-
tual work and that they should be motivated to achieve results
and committed to practices that are self-correcting and problem
solving. It suggests that teachers' status will rest, ultimately, on
their success in grounding teaching practices upon unique forms
of specialized knowledgeknowledge that is both foundational
of teaching and imparted in teacher preparation and that is situa-
tional and developed in the course of teaching itself. This chapter
addresses a number of questions arising from these assumptions:

What is the character and role of specialized knowledge
in a profession?

What is meant by practitioner-oriented inquiry?
What are the implications of such inquiry for school or-

ganization?
What will help teaching become more reflective, that is,

more characterized by systematic inquiry?

The Role of Specialized Knowledge in a Profession

Reduced to its essence, a profession has three charac-
teristics. It serves a deep and abiding societal value, it operates
according to a rich fund of specialized knowledge, and it con-
trols entry to the profession and the conditions of its practice.

Teachers, in fact, serve a deep and abiding societal value.
In our own culture, I would argue, teaching has the quin-
tessential public responsibility of preparing succeeding genera-
tions of citizens for the many responsibilities of membership in
a free society. On the other hand, it is clear that the teaching
profession at present controls neither entry to nor the condi-
tions of its own practice. If there is a way to change this, it lies
in addressing the third fundamental characteristic of a profes-
sion, namely, its specialized knowledge: Practice must be trans-
formed to permit the full acquisition and application of the
specialized knowledge and skills of successful teaching.
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Grounding in and utilization by professionals of special-
ized knowledge holds two promises. The first is improved pro-
fessional effectiveness. To the extent that practitioners know the
principles, theories, and emergent hypotheses as well as the full
range of technical skills of their profession, and to the extent
that they know the specifics of the settings and clients with whom
they work, the likelihood increases that their planning, instruc-
tion, evaluation, and articulation with the work of others will
have the intended outcomes.

A second promise, however, in the case of teaching, is
the likelihood that teachers' performance will come to be judged,
as is other professionals', not solely by results, but by responsi-
ble performance in the use of their specialized knowledge and
skill. In the long run, achieving desired societal or client ends
is important to a profession, but status and respect are not ac-
corded solely on the basis of success in achieving individual client
ends. Such status goes to all professionals vin or lose, success
in achieving clients' aims or not whose responsible use of their
specialized knowledge, skill, and decision-making processes, at
least equal to any a layperson might employ, is perceived to
serve the needs of the larger society.

Professional knowledge acquires its special status in several
ways. First, its status may arise from its conceptual difficulty
or the extent to which it is counterintuitive. Second, knowledge
may be special, not because it is difficult, but because it is
privileged. That is, it arises from settings and interactions ac-
cess to which is controlled by virtue of the need to respect privacy
(a need, in teaching, that arises from the often delicate quality
of interpersonal relationships, especially those between minors
and adults). Third, some knowledge is considered special because
the ability to perceive relevant data, interactions, circumstances,
activities, and conditions emerges only after considerable train-
ing, cumulative experience, or socialization into a set of perti-
nent norms and expectations.

Specialized knowledge embraces theoretical and practical,
abstract and concrete understandings. Most important, it re-
quires practitioners to link theory with practice, the abstract with
the concrete.

Teaching, of course, is an applied profession, not just an

1'
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academic one. While its sources of knowledge include the aca-
demic fields (especially the behavioral and social sciences and
the humanities), it is supported also by the "how to" specializa-
tions of the educational profession: learning and motivation
theory, curriculum design, small-group processes, instructional
and behavioral management, evaluation, and so on.

Specialized knowledge on teaching embraces results ac-
quired from the formal inquiries of research and scholarship as
well as from the situationally specific inquiry of teachers. It also
embraces the habits of mind associated with commitment to self-
conscious action on the basis of knowledge skepticism, the ap-
plication of logic, the insistence upon evidence. As a concept,
specialized knowledge includes processes of analysis and deci-
sion making associated with the application of knowledge. It
implies a commitment to change practices as one's understand-
ing evolves. Teachers committed to practice-based and special-
ized knowledge can expect to face and, therefore, be disposed
to resolve the ambiguities that arise when the generalizations
of theory are applied to the concrete complexities of the educa-
tion of individual children.

Probably one of the most obvious knowns about teaching
and learning is their great complexity. Furthermore, the mean-
ing of instruction and student behavior and achievement is
susceptible to interpretation from a variety of disciplinary,
cultural, and professional perspectives.

Has professional preparation for teaching as it is currently
practiced effectively used the instruments of knowledge and in-
quiry? On two counts, the record is uninspiring. First, until
the last decade or so, teacher education programs have been
defined more in terms of curricular logic derived from the nature
of current teaching practices (as understood and interpreted by
former teachers who have staffed the programs) than in terms
of any store of formal scholarship or empirical research. Indeed,
the American Educational Research Association's Handbook of
Research on Teaching was first published in 1963 and is only in
its third edition (Wittrock, 1986). Furthermore, neither scholars
and researchers nor practitioners have been in charge of the pol-
icy frameworks regulations for certification or program approval
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standards that substantially shape teacher education. The final
arbiters of such matters have been lay authorities like the state
boards of education or administrative officials in state educa-
tional agencies. These policymakers have, in the main, been
neither steeped nor socialized in specialized knowledge in educa-
tion and could hardly be expected, therefore, to base their ac-
tions on it. For years this political reality remained unchallenged,
in large measure because of public assumptions that teaching
is not particularly demanding intellectually and that on-the-job
experience is far more crucial to success than formal study.

A second reason teacher education programs have not in-
corporated professional knowledge or aimed to develop capabil-
ities for inquiry in candidate teachers is the structure of current
practice in education. As already noted, two assumptions
that teachers are tellers and that they arc custodians of groups
of children of the same age actually control the conditions of
education. The resulting model of schooling children report-
ing to school at the same age, in the same size class groupings,
at the same times every day obstructs the application of foun-
dational and situational knowledge to the complexities of teaching.

Vignette: A Visit to Lakeland

The following vignette illustrates some features of schools
that have been organized around professional inquiry.

I had been looking forward to my forthcoming visit to
Lakeland Learning Center for several weeks. When first phoned
by my two former students, George and Maria, I was intrigued
by their description of teaching practices marked by continuous
inquiry and learning by the staff, continuous progress by the
students, and full pupil participation in the learning community
of the school.

As I walked into the school with the stream of youngsters
that Wednesday, I watched the youngest children go off to a
large room where they convened in small groups, each led by
an older student or parent, the room lightly supervised by a
single teacher and several aides and parents. Other children were
checking a schedule board on which were tacked computer print-
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outs with their names, room locations, and brief descriptions
of study assignments.

George and Maria were waiting for me. They greeted me
warmly, suggesting I just watch the students as each checked
his or her notice and took the action indicated. When I asked
Maria why the youngest children went directly to the large open
room, I was told that not all of them had mastered reading well
enough to take direction in the fashion of the older children,
so they were pregrouped with their student aide or parent of
the week for oral reading practice. A pleasant chime sounded,
and the bustle noticeably increased and then diminished as the
halls emptied. A different chime sounded. A last few children
hurried to their destinations.

George and Maria flanked me as they prepared me for
their first instructional planning meeting of the day with the five
other teachers with whom they were collectively responsibe for
the 163 six- to nine-year-old pupils. Today the teachers would
review social studies. (Yesterday they had reviewed mathematics,
the day before language arts and other humanities. Tomorrow
they would cover science. Friday was reserved for possible need
for additional planning time in one of the four core curricular
areas.) George and Maria explained to me how earlier in the
year, based on differences in training, experience, and interest,
the teachers had divided up leadership responsibilities for the
curricular areas (as welt as for instruction and evaluation) and
service as coordinator/representative for the Learning Center
Professional Council.

Working with computer printouts of small-group work
progress reports recorded by the students themselves and con-
firmed in teacher-led instructional groups, the seven teachers
present reviewed individual and group progress against cur-
ricular aims the teachers had worked out in response to the broad
goals defined by the local board and state authorities. The
teachers' discussions made frequent reference to cot nprehensive
student progress records. Individual student needs and achieve-
ments were discussed and checked against continuous progress
evaluation reports, and small-group assignments were adjusted.
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Spirited discussion took place over how to allocate large- and
small-group assignments for the several curricular areas over
the next several weeks. As I watched, a couple of the teachers
keyed entries into their computer terminals. Maria explained
to me that the small-group work assignments (the ones Lake-
land's students were at the very moment engaged in, even as
the teachers were undertaking their planning) could be adjusted
according not only to task but also to membership; this opened
up the prospect of forming groups that included students who
had already mastered concepts with other peers who had (or
had not). I learned that instructional assignments or choices were
often drawn from a great variety of trade and text materials,
from exercises stored in the school's computer, and from a
materials bank operating in the Learning Center's resource
center and library. The small-group assignments were also based.
in part, on student preferences, allowing children to group who
wanted to pursue curricular aims using certain materials or
regarding certain topics (as contrasted to aims that might other-
wise have been assigned by teachers).

Lakeland students engaged directly in peer instruction.
Teachers closely monitored student progress as well as their own
problem solving, which was directed toward how better to help
selected individual students achieve curricular objectives. The
meeting had taken fifty minutes.

The seven participants gathered their materials just as the
chimes sounded. I Ibllowed Maria to her first instructional ses-
sion, in mathematics, and observed a couple of students pick
up and put litter in fresh cans in the halls as they passed and
one drop a card in a conveniently located box labeled "What
Needs Cleaning or Repair?" This is a device Lakeland uses to
alert the building administrator to needed maintenance or cus-
todial chores. I noted a display case labeled "Lakeland Monthly
Citizen Awards" with polaroid pictures of students (plus some
adults) with two- or three-line citations under each picture des-
cribing the basis for each individual's award. In class after the
second chime, Maria first asked if any students had query or
feedback cards stemming from the morning's small-group activi-
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ties. She received a half dozen or so from the forty students pres-
ent, sorted them as they were handed to her, and placed them
in her planning folio.

Maria began with a short demonstration lesson in multi-
plication, and then asked students to group themselves into four-
person teams to work together a set of multiplication exercises
on chalkboard easels scattered around the room. As she distrib-
uted the sheets to everyone, she reminded the students that each
child was to get an opportunity to try, and that the task of each
student who watched was to work along mentally with the stu-
dent who was "up" in order to be ready to assist should the stu-
dent choose any particular spectator for help. Maria added that
she would walk around the room to observe and assist, herself.
She started them off by saying she was curious to see which group
of students would be first to successfully complete a round in
which each student had a chance to take a multiplication exer-
cise to a successful conclusion, with or without assistance from
peers. As she circulated, Maria made notes of students who made
careless mistakes, who apparently hadn't mastered the basic
tables yet, who seemed to be having difficulty participating, or
who were particularly skilled at offering explanations and assis-
tance to their peers. (Maria told me later that this last item was
employed in forming student study groups; effort was made to
provide effective student instructional leadership wherever
possible.) Before any of the groups had completed their round
of exercises, Maria, to meet needs she had identified on her walk
around the room, broke in on the activity for a moment to reteach
some of the concepts she had covered in the demonstration
lesson. The groups resumed work, and in a few minutes first
one, and then a second, finished with some boisterousness and
enthusiasm. Maria acknowledged their leadership and directed
the children to start their homework since they had finished early.
In rapid succession the other groups finished, and turned their
attention to their individual homework assignments.

When the chimes sounded again, Maria directed me to
George's social studies class which turned out to have only fifteen
students and was conducted as a group, Socratic fashion. George
was covering a unit on the concept of community, using the
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experiences of the children (who came from different parts of
the district and varying socioeconomic backgrouni:s) as input
to the discussion. I noticed that he was careful not to correct
misimpressions outright, but to encourage the use of evidence
provided by students themselves in order to improve their under-
standing. He was equally careful to sort out subjective impres-
sions from questions of fact, and he encouraged students to
consider how they might go about finding answers to matters
in which they found themselves in dispute. He skillfully used
the students' collective experience with the community they con-
stituted in school (which included accommodations for the hear-
ing-impaired and orthopedically impaired children among them)
as a way to both reinforce and illuminate the concepts of co-
operation, caring, authority, government, geography, inside-
of-group/outside-of-group, and so on. For example, he acknowl-
edged approvingly the two members of the class whose pictures
in the awards display spoke of their individual contributions to
Lakeland.

After the session I asked George about the small size of
the student group. He noted that in language arts and social
studies the subject matter this week was much more flexible than
usual. In addition, in these areas there were fewer opportunities
to limit the tasks to things with which students could help each
other. Accordingly, the teachers had taken advantage of oppor-
tunities to undertake temporary larger group instruction in
mathematics and science in order to allow smaller student-
teacher ratios in language arts and social studies, as we saw
here.

I saw more of the same kinds of varied instructional
strategics in the two class sessions. I also had a good look at
one of two twenty-five-station computer labs used in science in-
struction. The last timeblock of the day was set aside for students
to work singly or in small groups on outside-of-class assignments.
Two teachers of the team, on a rotating basis, and several parents
were available to assist as tutors as the need arose. The other
five teachers asked me to join them for the day's debriefing ses-
sion. One teacher had already received a couple of messages
from tutors about matters they would like to sec brought before
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the group. One message involved a child who seemed upset
about something that had little to do with school. The other
message had to do with the need to spend time assisting students
in their own peer-teaching activities, indeed, with a suggestion
to convene some of the older students as part of their out-of-
class learning time in the days immediately ahead. The remain-
der of the time was devoted to a debriefing on the day's instruc-
tional activities, what worked, what didn't, where problems and
opportunities arose, and things to work on before the next
scheduled curricular planning session the next day. The cooper-
ative but still challenging nature of the professional interactions
were obviously stimulating to the participants.

Analysis: Lakeland as a Center for Inquiry

"Lakeland Learning Center" is clearly a place whose orga-
nization of learning and teacher roles departs substantially from
that in the overwhelming majority of today's schools. What kinds
of teacher inquiry are represented in this setting?

Planning and Design Responsibilities. "What should I
teach?" Several levels of inquiry are suggested by this simple
question. Prescriptive statements from the state, the district, and
possibly the individual school, establish curricular parameters
for teachers. Such statements, however, provide only the most
general kinds of guidance, even when they are very detailed.
For each prescribed aim in the overall curricular scheme teachers
need to decide specific methods and materials to use. To make
responsible choices, teachers need to ascertain how each educa-
tional objective relates to those that precede it, those that parallel
it in other learning experiences, and future objectives that will
follow. Teachers need to review the range of available learning
materials. Is an assigned text sufficient to achieve a certain
educational goal, or does it need to be supplemented? Are the
extra materials readily available, in sufficient quantity or in a
form that all students can gain access to or reproduce? These
questions suggest the processes of inquiry in which a teacher
must engage to prepare specific curricular plans and strategies.
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"How should I teach?" The identification of curricular aims
and content triggers the next phase of planning. What instruc-
tional approaches will be used to achieve curricular ends? These
approaches will in part be determined by the methodological
repertoires of individual teachers. They will depend in part on
the students' familiarity with instructional strategies that require
their active participation. They also will depend on the cognitive
complexity of the curricular goals, and on the needs of students
at discrete points in time, needs themselves ascertained through
inquiry and evaluation techniques.

"Who are my students?" All teachers, in one way or an-
other, inquire into the characteristics of their students. They
ask: What characteristics and abilities does this student have
that bear on the learning objectives for which teacher and stu-
dent are jointly responsible? What are the student's social and
familial contexts that bear on school performance?

"What do these children know now?" Teachers, of course,
generally assume that children's previous instruction (whether
their own or others') has been successful. When such assump-
tions are invalid, however, the negative implications for instruc-
tional success are clear. All effective teachers, therefore, in one
way or another assess children directly to learn "where they are."
Such information is invaluable in curricular planning. To the
extent that learning is sequential or cumulative, unknown or
inadvertent gaps can prove crippling to a child's subsequent per-
formance.

"How shall I assess students' learning for which I am
responsible?" The teacher has the duty to measure students per-
formance against the goals of instruction. Choosing and/or
designing and developing the appropriate instruments to do this
entails inquiry.

"Is failure to learn the students' responsibility or mine?"
Teachers arc not only obliged to assess the performance of their
students. As professionals they arc obliged to assess their own
performance. Teachers can utilize the performance of their
students to form reasonable hypotheses about the effectiveness
of their own instruction. Well-designed tests, for example, can
be used to identify items on which student performance is so
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uniformly bad as to point to shortcomings in teaching rather
than in individual students. The evaluation of student perfor-
mance, thus, is a type of teacher inquiry aimed at individual assess-
ment, quality control, and continuing professional development.

Curriculum Planning and Design. "What's going on here?"
Teachers may encounter disruptions in their classes or school.
They may encounter confict among themselves or among prac-
titioners and parents, or community representatives. What is
actually happening in such situations is not always apparent.
In such circumstances, teachers will seek answers through strat-
egies that draw on their perceptiveness, ability to empathize,
shrewdness, political skill, or sensitivity. Such inquiries are often
complicated by the need to act quickly. The ability to assess
constructively what is going on and to respond rapidly and pro-
fessionally is an important type of teacher inquiry.

"How can we solve this problem?" It makes little difference
what kind of problem is to be solved. When the problem is ap-
proached in the fashion suggested by the question, an inquiry
process has begun. The inquiry may go no further than two
people agreeing on an immediate course of action. On the other
hand, the inquiry may come to involve an entire instructional
or curricular team or school staff (for example, finding more
effective ways to communicate with pupils' parents). It may go
beyond the school to the district (for example, addressing racial
isolation, developing local school councils, or considering new
candidates for alternative schools). In such cases, the activities
undertaken in response to the problem arc likely to be much
more complex to manage than the ones undertaken in response
to a more localized teacher concern. These activities are inquiry
processes nonetheless.

For an excellent and moving account of teachers as in-
quirers see Eleanor Duckworth (1986), who provides an engag-
ing illustration of how teachers need continuously to learn in
order to teach. Sharon Feiman Nemser makes a similar point
when she writes approvingly of a veteran teacher for whom
"learning is part of the job of teaching" (Nemser, 1983, p. 150).

3 3
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Implications of Teacher Inquiry for School Organization

Redefining the teaching role so that it is informed by
specialized knowledge entails major departures from the ways
teachers now use their time and the ways organizational struc-
tures where they work are now designed. A new set of roles for
teachers and of forms of school organization is necessary if
teaching is to become based on the products and processes of
inquiry rather than on assumptions about teacher "performance"
and uultodial functions.

Teacher Role. When teaching is guided by the processes
and products of inquiry, the teacher's role will come to focus
relatively more on instructional and curricular problem solving
and decision making. Without wholly abandoning the role of
delivering instruction to students, teachers will spend more time
on diagnosing learning needs and developing and prescribing
suitable instructional and learning strategies. Teachers will be
able to explain the reasons for their decisions as well as the
derivations of those reasons from either theoretical knowledge
or the requirements of specific schools and children. Being ex-
plicit about reasons is important, because they constitute, in
effect, hypotheses used when applying specialized knowledge to
particular, practical needs; the reexamination of failed hypotheses
is the basis of future professional and institutional development.

Character of Professional Interactions. Professional inquiry
is rarely an individual enterprise. Excepting the occasional late
afternoon committee meetings, however, teachers currently prac-
tice their profession in virtual isolation from one another. Schools
that pursue an inquiry orientation toward teaching will have
to provide opportunities for extensive professional interactions
where teachers can work together to identify learning problems
(and common aspirations) and devise strategies to address them.

Collaborative effort has many advantages. It will bring
many intellectual p-rspectives to bear on the tasks of teaching
and learning pursued in the school. It will bring the professional



114 Restructuring Schools

expertise represented by the group to bear on such matters as
instructional practices, evaluation, curriculum design, and com-
munication with parents. It will allow teachers to share what
they know about individual children with each other. It will allow
them to share responsibility for defining, implementing, and
achieving standards of performance, the essence of what it means
to be professional (Darling-Hammond, 1987, p. 354).

Classification of Children. Through formal research, stu-
dent evaluation, and the accumulated wisdom of practice, we
know that young people of the same age display great differences
in motivation, cultural norms, performance, ability, and other
instructionally relevant variables. The existing organizational
school structure fails to account for knowledge of these differences
well at all. New schools and the instructional possibilities within
them will need to accommodate learning differences between
children more effectively. But schools cannot do this without re-
thinking the basis for classifying and grouping children. Neither
can they do it without rethinking the parameters around which
the curriculum is organized. Also, they cannot do it without
providing opportunities for much greater variety of instructional
arrangements.

Student Role. As the roles of teachers alter, so must those
of students. For example, children of different ages can work
together. Alternatively, although sociologists and practitioners
alike know of the tremendous power of peers, the structure and
climate of today's schools virtually oblige teachers to work against
peer influence rather than through it. Peer can mean "same age"
as well as "same performance level," or peer can mean any child
in a given learning community.

New fbrms of school organization should be designed to
permit and facilitate active learning by students, in contrast to pas-
sive participation where teaching is not believed to be going on un-
less an adult is standing in front of a groupof children talking at
them! If teachers no longer spend the bulk of their time "perform-
ing" for students, students passivity in contemporary schools will
have to give way to more active learning and more responsibility
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for their own progress. Students will almost certainly need to as-
slime greater responsibility for following teachers' directions, for
example, for locating prescribed instructional materials and us-
ing them, either individually or with other children.

Uses of Time. Schools organized around teacher inquiry
will reflect new assumptions about how teachers should spend
their time. Teachers will be expected to spend time planning,
designing, and evaluating instructional activities and their stu-
dents as learners, both in school and out. The time teachers
spend in direct instruction will diminish proportionally. Greater
portions of teacher time will be spent working with other adult
professionals.

Students' use of time will also change. The more dramatic
shift will be in students' orientation to time as a parameter of
their learning. Rather than have each child spend essentially
the same amounts of time on achieving objectives, with resulting
variations in their levels of accomplishment, each student will
expect to spend the amount of time he or she needs to acquire
a common core of learning; in learning-oriented schools, differ-
ential grading should give way to the concept of mastery. Teach-
ers and schools should dedicate themselves to continuing diag-
nosing, designing curriculum, creating materials and exper-
iences, and "delivering" them to students until the students
achieve success. Shifting the meaning of evaluation from the
summative judgment of children to formative judgments makes
evaluation a starting point for educational action rather than
the end point.

Quarter-long and year-long terms would almost certain-
ly be replaced by considerably smaller units of time to measure
student accomplishment. Albert Shanker, president of the Amer-
ican Federation of Teachers, for example, speaks approvingly
of the Boy Scout merit badge approach, an immediate-reward
solution that might suggest ways of surmounting the difficulties
in the current year-by-year approach to evaluation in which
schools now operate. Conceptualizations for a continuous prog-
ress approach to curriculum and to student evaluation already
exist. They only need to be fully developed and applied. Once

1
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the age-grade, Carnegie-unit lockstep is finally abandoned, a
far more flexible and discretionary curricular system can be
substituted.

Authority Relationships. Any organization requires care-
fully defined and widely understood authority relationships.
Schools are no exception. Changing operating assumptions, how-
ever, will require changes in traditional authority relationships.

Schools organized to permit teachers to engage in and act
on inquiry, in effect, would locate basic authority for the ac-
tions of teachers in specialized theoretical, clinical, and school
and child-specific knowledge. Authority relationships in inquiry-
based schools, therefore, would have to be much more collegial
and far less hierarchical than they are now. Knowledge-based
authority structures are collegial rather than bureaucratic. Teams
of teachers representing diverse professional functions, special-
izations, experiences, and perspectives would make major deci-
sions over education. The role of the school administrator would
become much more explicitly administrative, facilitating and
coordinating educational decisions made by teacher teams.

Physical Facilities. The physical environment of schools
will ultimately have to change. Schools will need to provide
spaces conducive to teacher deliberations. If not individual
teacher offices, then work stations that fulfill the same purposes
will need to be provided. The so-called (and ubiquitous) "egg-
crate" structures of schools with their individual classrooms will
have to yield to buildings with variegated spaces, conducive to
less rigid instructional arrangements. Finally, symbolic of the
importance of student's responsibility for learning, schools should
probably provide permanent work stations for students, which
students can, in effect, consider their "offices."

The features discussed above do not exhaust the possibili-
ties of organizational change. For example, it iF likely that change
will occur in teachers' relationships to parents and the school
community. Other changes will take place in the hiring, contin-
uing professional development, and replacement of professional
staff, in the technologies of teaching that become possible, and
in the costs of the new schools.

-11-`-1 4
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Watchwords of the new education structures will in all
likelihood be:

Flexibility (for example, of time, curriculum, grouping
of children and teachers, instructional approach, and
so on)

Individualization of instruction
Consultation (among professionals and with the learner

and the learner's family)
Data-based decision making
Mastery and performance orientation
Self-correction
Teacher accountability for student performance
Continuing professional development as part of day-to-

day school operations
Collegial professional management
End of age-isolation of learners
Reduction of teacher-presented material; greater utiliza-

tion of print and electronic media
Differentiation of functions among teachers

These concepts are not new. What will be new is the com-
mitment to act upon them through a systematic effort to redesign
the role of teachers and their workplace.

Getting Started

In the 1950s a revolution took place in the airline industry.
The purpose of the industry did not change, nor did tli prin-
ciples of flight. What changed was the means of propulsion. It
was not a change that occurred as a consequence of gradual im-
provements in piston and propeller technology; the change in-
volved its replacement by a new technology, the jet engine.

Americans do not seem to be seeking changes in the basic
purposes of America's schools. They arc seeking greater effec-
tiveness, improved equity, increased sophistication, and greater
responsiveness to emergent needs and the increasing complex-
ities of social, economic, technological, and environmental reali-
ties. But the advances required cannot be achieved by tinker-
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ing with the existing "means of propulsion." Inquiry-dependent
roles for teachers will not come about by gradual modification
of present organizational structures of schools, any more than
gradual improvements would have transformed piston engines
into jets. In each case, the concept advanced, whether a new
form of aircraft propulsion or the functioning of teachers accord-
ing to preexisting and locally generated specialized knowledge,
constitutes a radical innovation. The purposes remain the same,
but the technologies to achieve them represent fundamental
departures.

Designing new school organizations to accommodate in-
quiry-based teaching roles will entail major efforts. Fullscale
development projects to this end cannot be small. Furthermore,
no single approach can be mandated; the development of com-
peting models must be pursued. The projects will require both
design and development phases.

The task goes far beyond drafting more exacting and
powerful versions of the modest vignette included in this chapter.
Teams of teachers, scholars, and researchers will need to agree
upon the specification, of educational functions. Those functions
will then need to be aggregated, assigned, and orchestrated into
a coordinated set of roles for teachers, parents, students, aides,
and administrators. The perennial problems of teaching will need
to be identified and the techniques and processes of their resolu-
tion modeled in terms of the new structural arrangements. Cur-
riculum development specialists will need to devise new systems
of curricular organization that introduce much greater flexibility
and possibility for internal reinforcement of aims across cur-
ricular domains and levels of student achievement. Materials
and media resource requirements will need to be derived. Tech-
nical arrangements will need to be developed for storing, retriev-
ing, and/or reproducing an optimal range of permanent and
disposable educational materials. Architects and engineers will
need to turn their attention to the physical space implications
of these conceptions, designing new kinds of school facilities as
well as retro-fitting the existing stock of school buildings. By
any standards one might imagine, these will be huge though
necessary tasks.

9



Organizing Schools to Encourage Teacher Inquiry 119

The work has already begun. Examples include the Coali-
tion of Essential Schools, the National Network for Educational
Renewal, the National Education Assocation's new initiative for
Learning Laboratory Districts, the American Federation of
Teachers' Center for Restructuring, the National Governors'
Assocation's Restructuring Schools Project, and the Holmes
Group's forthcoming report, Tomorrow's Schools.

Some comparisons may help suggest the scale of the effort
that will be required for eventual success. First, in the heydcy
of the first generation of large-scale curriculum development
sponsored by the National Science Foundation, each new proj-
ect commanded multimillion dollar budgets. (The amount ex-
pended would be three times as much in late 1980s dollars.)
With a few exceptions, each of these projects encompassed a
single curricular area and a single age-grade student population.

Second, the annual cost of the operation of the ERIC
system, the federal government's main source of information
on education research and practices, is about six million dollars.

Resources on a much greater scale than these will ulti-
mately be required each year for ongoing programs to develop
the detailed specifications of schools suited to inquiry-based
teaching, to model their characteristics and functions, and to
test the models at demonstration sites. Where might such re-
sources come from?

There are four possible sources of funds. Federal support
on the scale required seems unlikely. Federal budgets are tight,
and executive and legislative ambivalence and skepticism about
educational research and development is long standing. The
possibility of federal appropriations and grants for such activities
should not be dismissed out of hand, however. The usefulness
of such activities beyond the state level should be apparent. The
tantalizing ubiquitousness and scale of federal investments in
research and development in many other fields still make the
federal government a prime candidate for substantially expanded
investments in education, too.

A glimmer of hope for renewed federal attention to the
scale of effort needed, as well as possible changed assumptions
about the value of educational research and development, may
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be found in the April hearings of the House Subcommittee on
Select Education (Congressman Major W. Owens, chair) and
the recent release of the majority staff preliminary report, Educa-
tional Research, Development, and Dissemination: Reclaiming a Vision
of the Federal Role for the 1990's and Beyond (Majority Staff, Sub-
committee on Select Education of the Committee on Education
and Labor, House of Representatives, 1988).

States have become more likely sources of funds for educa-
tional reform than in the past. Many states continue to support
reform measures. Because of the growing recognition of the com-
plexity of reform (and also because of competition between state
governors), states may be willing to support experiments in
school restructuring.

Another possible source of funds is foundations. Several
have been willing to consider supporting and in fact sup-
ported the founding of the Holmes Group and the National
Board for Professional Teaching Standards. They may also be
responsive to proposals to design and develop schools where
the newly qualified, functioning, and certified teachers could
work.

The last potential source of funds is the corporate sec-
tor. The business community is understanding of the research
and development requirements of educational reform. The
recent reports of the Committee for Economic Development
strongly advocate the need for restructuring schools (Commit-
tee for Economic Development, 1985; 1987). Perhaps such posi-
tions can be translated into support for targeted development
efforts.

Concluding Reflections

As has been shown, an inquiry and decison-making orien-
tation toward teaching entails sweeping changes in the practices
of teachers, their working relationships with one another, and
the manner in which schools are organized and structured. The
school day will look different. The ways children present them-
selves to schools, how they arc organized once they get there,
and what they do will be altered.
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These proposals will help both improve the effectiveness
of teachers and professionalize teaching because they will in-
crease the predictability and performance of teachers. If the pro-
fession can achieve the latter goal, one that would be understood
and applauded by the public, then teachers will also achieve their
personal aspirations. Increased public trust will increase teachers'
status, make their profession more attractive to capable can-
didates, and increase their economic rewards.

There is, moreover, another way of viewing the proposal
this chapter advances. Robert Merton introduced the idea of
manifest and latent functions (Merton, 1968). The concept led,
in education, to the development of a distinction between the
explicit purposes and functions of schooling and the so-called
hidden curriculum (Shulman, 1986). Much of the concern ex-
hibited by those who have considered hidden curricula has been
stimulated by perceived discrepancies between manifest and la-
tent functions in education, especially the extent to which la-
tent functions (for example, bureaucratic organization, emphasis
on control of student and teacher behavior, fractionalized and
imperfectly articulated curricula, and emphasis on teaching
rather than learning) impede achievement of education's manifest
aims.

To what extent can educators consciously strive to achieve
more constructive agreement between latent and manifest func-
tions, between the explicit and the hidden curricula? Consider
the following.

As noted earlier, the case can he made that the basic pur-
pose of schooling in our society is to educate young people in
the performance of their many roles and responsibilities as
members of a free society. We have created a representative
democracy to embody and sustain our freedoms. Serving that
democracy is the manifest purpose of schools.

Designing new school structures that operate on the au-
thority of specialized knowledge (including essential knowledge
that is generated locally) would almost certainly result in col-
legial institutions. Collegial institutions bear many striking simi-
larities with small democracies. They operate by consensus.
They display respect for individual expertise and need (including
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an unwillingness to override either summarily). These are char-
acteristics that look much like polities that respect individual
rights that might otherwise be infringed by the majority. In col-
legially organized schools the varied expertise and experience
of the professional staff would be tapped regularly to achieve
each school's purposes. The collaborative activities of teachers
might be rarely seen by students, but the fact that they were
taking place would influence the school in a variety of subtle
ways. Insofar as a school's operation was fully collegial and col-
laborative, it would meet the broader democratic aims that guide
schooling. The "hidden curriculum" of the school's organizational
structure would meet the manifest purpose of the school's aims.

A second aspect of agreement between basic function and
larger aim can also be suggested. If our schools are for our
democracy, what they arc about is learning. Agreement between
the surface phenomena and deeper structures of schools could
be achieved when the school as an institution itself manifested
signs of' learning.

The principal reason for gearing teaching roles and school
structures to the generation and application of specialized knowl-
edge is to adjust professional behavior to achieve the purposes
of education. Indeed, the modification of professional and in-
stitutional behavior based on experience and evidence would
be one way of describing what was meant by learning by an
institution. To the extent that schools adjust their practices based
on experience, they demonstrate agreement between their own
behavior and the larger learning aims that they seek to serve.

Finally, as we consider the issues that confront free peoples
today. it is readily apparent that schools must do everything
in their power to develop higher-order cognitive processing skills
in their students. Consider, for example, the intellectual, tech-
nical, and social demands of contemporary (to say nothing of
prospective) technology. The world faces the ever-present threat
of nuclear destruction or accident. The interactions between
global resource utilization, environmental concerns, and a world
population of more than five billion are of huge moment in our
lives, our children's, and their children's. The moral, economic,
social, and political demands and implications of' such concerns

43
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ar,I;ndicative of the analytically and judgmentally complex mat-
ters that face our citizenry.

The credibility of a school staff seeking to instill in young
people a capacity for higher-order thinking if they do not them-
selves display such capacity in their day-to-day work, will, pre-
dictably, be low. Active teacher involvement in the application
and pursuit of specialized knowledge is one way for schools to
demonstrate agreement between institutional practice and cur-
ricular aims.

In concluding with these three observations on the need
for greater functional agreement between the proposed roles and
structures and the basic aims of schools, no oversimplification
is intended. The relationship of manifest to latent functions may
well be a many-leveled phenomenon; the more one examines
latent functions, the more hidden contradictions one may find.
Nevertheless, the idea of deliberately striving to achieve agree-
ment between the overt purposes of schools and the basic roles,
processes, and structures that characterize them suggests one
more set of reasons for grounding teaching and the other prac-
tices of schooling on specialized educational knowledge, includ-
ing the portion of such knowledge that must be generated at
the schools themselves.
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FIVE

Redesigning
Teachers' Work

Susan Moore Johnson

When, in 1983, merit pay became the public's remedy of choice
for the problems of public education, teachers and their unions
resisted doggedly (Olson, 1983). There were, they argued, no
adequate measures of teaching competence that would permit
administrators to determine accurately whose work deserved
higher pay. Promoting competition among colleagues would
reduce rather than increase the productivity of schools because
teachers would conceal their best ideas and pursue their own
interests rather than the general good. Moreover, performance
bonuses might perversely reward teachers for success with able
students while discouraging efforts with those who progress more
slowly. Finally, teachers resented policymakers' efforts to en-
tice them with the prospect of one-time bonuses for a select few
when many teachers held second jobs just to meet basic living
expenses. By seeking to provide recognition for exemplary
teachers, potentially at the expense of many others, the reforms
threatened egalitarian norms that the profession supports (Bach-
arach, Lipsky, and Shedd, 1984; Johnson, 1984c; Murnane and
Cohen, 1986; Astuto and Clark, 1985).

This vehement opposition by teachers provoked two kinds
of responses from education-watchers. Some concluded that
teachers were regressive and self-protective, dodging risk and
fearing opportunity (Currencc, 1985). Others took from teachers'
arguments a better understanding of their schools and of the
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work of teachers, an understanding that informed subsequent
reform initiatives. Policy analysts who were intent on making
progress rather than assigning blame began to take seriously
the lack of compatibility between early reforms and the world
of teachers and schools, and to consider how they themselves
might better intervene to address the challenges of schooling
(Sirkin, 1986, p. 16). In 1986, the Holmes Group and the Car-
negie Task Force on Teaching as a Profession sought to make
teachers the allies, even the agents, of reform, and gave cur-
rency to a new set of proposals that would engage teachers in
making their profession attractive and rewarding.

It is clear that, although the same label "reform" has
been attached to both recent efforts to improve schooling, the
two approaches differ fundamentally. Earlier reformers set out
deliberately to transform teachers' norms and practices by im-
posing mechanisms for behavioral reinforcement and account-
ability. The blueprint for change was drawn from the tenets of
competition followed by industry and rationalization used by
bureaucracy (National Commission on Excellence in Education,
1983). Policymakers believed that they, by themselves, could
and would reform schools.

Subsequent policy analysts reviewed the failures of this
policy and concluded that educational reform must come from
within schools rather than be imposed from without, and that
teachers must be granted the opportunity, authority and suf-
ficient discretion to effect changes in schools. Some advocates
of teacher-driven reform believe that this approach will ulti-
mately enable the United States to regain its competitive ad-
vantage in international trade. Other proponents argue that
teachers, like any workers, are entitled to professional respect
and institutional support. Whatever their logic, advocates of such
reform did not presume to transform teachers. Rather, hey
recommended altering the context of teachers' work so that
teachers might effect change. Progress in reform would be ongo-
ing; policies would he informed by teachers' best professional
judgment, practices made consistent with the schools' purposes
and needs, and the effort as a whole propelled by teachers' energy
and commitment.

1/4,
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This second approach to school reform would seem to be
more sensible than the first, but it is also more complex. To
say that teachers should assume responsibility for directing their
schools is not to say how they should be given that responsibility.
There is no specific blueprint for change offered by this reform,
only general goals and beliefs that must be translated into in-
dividual sets of coherent policies and workable practices. Orga-
nizing reform through teachers will undoubtedly yield both
successes and failures, and similar initiatives may work in one
district but fail in another because of differences between local
contexts, approaches, and personnel. In order to increase the
prospects for success, it is important for those who advise and
participate in such reforms to consider all that is known about
schools as educational organizations and the past efforts to im-
prove them. To proceed in ignorance or disregard of these is
to ensure repeated failure.

The Character of Schools and Teachers

Because the merit-pay proposal was at such odds with who
teachers are and how schools operate, it illustrated forcefully
the importance of recognizing the unique character of schools.
Schools are human-service organizations where techniques are
varied and responsive to individual requirements, rather than
factories where procedures are rationalized and predictable
(March, 1978, p. 223). The clients of schools are children with
varying strengths and needs and not uniform raw materials.
Education is a lengthy and complicated process, requiring the
interdependence and cooperation of many teachers over many
years. No one individual can be assigned the full responsibility,
credit, or blame for the outcome of a child's education (Johnson,
1984a). Moreover, there is only a vague consensus about what
the goals of schooling should be (March, 1978, p. 223). Finally,
although school districts are administered by bureaucracies
where relations of dominance and subordination persist, the links
between the various units are more akin to slinkies than pistons
(Meyer and Rowan, 1978; Weick, 1976). Efforts by higher-level
administrators to regulate the priorities of teachers and the prac-



128 Restructuring Schools

tices of schools are likely to lose their force as they work their way
through the organization to the classrooms (Berman, McLaughlin,
and others, 1977; Elmore, 1983; Boyd, 1987, pp. 92-95). If a
reform is to endure and to influence instruction and learning,
teachers must become its advocates rather than its adversaries.

Teachers, too, are not what many outside the schools
particularly those in business and politics have taken them to
be. First, their interests are centered on teaching and its psychic
payoffs; teachers teach because they like to teach. Lortie calls
the classroom the "cathected forum" (1975, p. 131). Some con-
tend that teachers have adjusted their expectations to schools'
notoriously scarce supply of external rewards; others argue that
the character of teaching itself, rather than its institutional con-
text, leads teachers to be satisfied by success with their students.
Whatever the explanation, teachers have repeatedly been shown
to seek the gratitude of students and parents, the esteem of peers,
and the respect of the community while eschewing public recog-
nition or prizes that would single out and publicize their in-
dividual successes. Although they seek a respectable wage and
the status it implies, teachers, in their teaching, are not en-
trepreneurs in search of opportunities for financial gain. They
are rarely enticed by a bonus to be won at a colleague's expense
because, ultimately, they must rely on cooperation and support
from their peers, even though they teach their students isolated
from one another. As a group, teachers are not afraid of being
expected to measure up to certain standards, as some have charged;
in fact, they perform before exacting critics every day. Rather,
polls suggest that teachers would endorse merit pay if it were
supported by a fair and reliable assessment system and if it would
promote rather than undermine cooperation in the schools (Mac-
Now, 1983; Toch, 1986). But since they believe that neither
condition can be met, they subscribe to the standard salary scale
(Harris, 1986, p. 18).

While in 1984 analysts soon and accurately predicted the
demise of the merit-pay reform, it is less certain what the fate
of current reforms will be. A closer consideration of three dis-
tinct, but related, proposals in this chapter will explore the variety
of issues they raise. The first, called differentiated staffing, would
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create new roles for teachers permitting them to combine class-
room teaching with work in research, curriculum design, and
administration. In some instances, these roles would be incor-
porated into steps on a career ladder. According to a second
reform, called peer evaluation, teachers, rather than adminis-
trators, would assess their colleagues' work and decide who would
be tenured or terminated. A third set of proposals, called col-
lectively school governance, would augment the involvement
of teachers in the governing of schools by granting them greater
participation in, and authority over, school policies and practices.

In considering the prospects of such proposals, we must
examine carefully what they imply for teaching and schools, the
interdependence of school faculties, the primary focus of teachers'
work on the classroom, the egalitarian norms of teachers, and
the importance of the principal's role. Also, we must assess
whether they acknowledge teachers' needs for support in their
work, the limits of evaluation practices, the political character
of local policymaking, and the loose coupling of educational or-
ganizations. If they do not, the answer is simple: However in-
spired, well-intended, and carefully designed the proposed
reforms may seem, they will not work. If they fail, policy analysts
and politicians will probably sigh knowingly over the resistance
of teachers rather than consider the limitations of their own
designs for change.

Differentiated Staffing: Career Ladders

Proponents of differentiated staffing anticipate that it will
reduce some of the stresses thought to be endemic to teaching
as it is currently organized. It is often said, particularly by those
who do not teach, that teaching is repetitive and stagnating.
One veteran teacher observed, "Our task is horizontal. We do
it over and over and over" (Reguc, 1986). Researchers have
reckoned that the cost of worki.ig unremittingly with children
and being isolated from peers is high (Little, 1982; Rosenholtz,
1984). Not only are assignments said to be unva:'ied and numb-
ing, but teaching is criticized for giving no opportunities for ad-
vancement. To move up, a teacher must move out. In 1975,

I IJ ,



130 Restructuring Schools

Lortie noted that the "unstaged careers" of teachers (p. 99)
deprive them of "cycles of effort, attainment, and renewed am-
bition" and the prospect of "major status gains" in the classroom
(p. 99). In 1986, the Holmes Group lamented education's "flat
career pattern, roundly condemned as teaching's `careerlessness'"
(The Holmes Group, 1986, pp. 31-32).

Proposals for differentiated staffing have many purposes.
They are intended to vary the character of teachers' work by
supplementing classroom teaching with related responsibilities
for research, organization of curriculum, or administration. Such
proposals for job diversification resemble those for job redesign
in the private sector (Hackman and Oldham, 1980), which re-
sponded to Argyris's contention that individuals are more produc-
tive when their jobs are challenging and take full advantage of
their skills and potential (1957). Teaching as currently practiced,
some contend, is not challenging, varied, or rewarding enough.

Some advocates also expect that differentiated staffing will
extend the expertise and wisdom of teachers into other parts
of the school organization, complicating a value system that is
increasingtkdriven by norms of accountability, efficiency, and
productivity. Finally, when differentiated roles are incorporated
into steps on a career ladder for example, in master teacher
and career professional teacher programsdifferentiated staffing
promises a career with publicly acknowledged and financially
rewarded advancement.

Unlike the evidence on merit pay, the historical and em-
pirical evidence on differentiated staffing is mixed Freiberg, who
had studied differentiated staffing plans during the 1970s, re-
cently concluded: "If continuity is the measure of a new idea's
success, then this innovation registered more failure than prog-
ress" (Freiberg, 1984/1985, pp. 16-17). A career-ladder plan
in Temple City, California, reputedly "the most cited program
in the literature of the 70's," closely resembled those of many
current proposals. It "had four steps from associate to master
teacher and provided earnings up to $25,000 a year in 1969
dollars." Freiberg concluded that the plan ultimately failed
because unanticipated costs, teacher opposition, insufficient
evaluations, and dissension. Notably, the program eventually
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defeated its own purpose by losing its potency as an incentive
because it benefited only a select few.

In 1972, Edelfelt argued that differentiated staffing car-
ried with it enormous organizational demands. He found that
initiatives to differentiate staff failed to redefine the formal roles
and relationships of school personnel and that local districts
resorted instead to erecting a ladder of status: "The search to
identify new teaching roles got shunted aside because it was
much easier to identify hierarchical roles" (Ede lfelt, 1972, p.
47). Similarly, in 1984, Bacharach, Lipsky, and Shedd criticized
career-ladder proposals for being "job" ladders, a "hierarchical
ordering of separate jobs, each with distinctly different respon-
sibilities," rather than career ladders that rewarded growing com-
petence in the classroom.

Recently, Malen and Hart (1987) studied the early im-
plementation of career-ladder reforms in Utah and found con-
siderable evidence of what Hackman and Oldham (1930) called
the "vanishing effects" phenomenon, in which organizations
transform "job redesign innovations into conventional activities"
(Hackman and Oldham, 1980). At the district level, they found
"the widespread and persistent pattern of short-term, egalitarian
distribution of benefits -among senior teachers for familiar or
routine work" (Malen and Hart, 1987, p. 16). Teachers and
principals doubted the long-term stability and educational legit-
imacy of the innovations. Career ladders offered teachers rotating
job assignments rather than guaranteed promotions: "The agree-
ment was that others deserved the chance to do the job." One
teacher characterized the career ladder as a "step ladder; you
step up and you step down" (p. 17).

One might conclude prematurely from such accounts that
efforts to differentiate staff are destined to fail. However, many
schools already have differentiated roles for teachers that have
endured over time with the strong support of teachers. Such
roles arc traditional rather than externally created positions, such
as department heads in junior and senior high schools and grade-
level or team leaders in elementary and middle schools. The
holders of these positions are simultaneously responsible for
teaching and administration. They attend to both their class-
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rooms and collegial concerns, and they have credibility with
teachers as few other administrators do (Johnson, in progress).
They often enjoy higher status than their classroom-bound col-
leagues, and they usually are paid more. In addition, where
budgets allow, aides supplement teachers' efforts, often carry-
ing out routine tasks that do not require high levels of profes-

sional expertise.
In their study of exemplary-teacher evaluation practices

in four local districts (Wise, Darling-Hammond, McLaughlin,
and Bernstein, 1984), Rand researchers found that expert teachers
already were assisting in teacher evaluation and development.
It is important to note, however, that these roles were developed
locally in response to identified needs rather than in response
to state-level incentives or mandates.

What, then, does this mixed evidence imply for current
proposals for differentiated staffing? It suggests that teachers do
not reject by reflex the idea of combining teaching and non-
teaching duties or the creation of professional levels within their
ranks. Differentiated staffing may be acceptable to teachers
because it promises to bridge the gap between teaching and
nonteaching roles, to blur the distinctions between teaching and
administration, and to promote understanding between the
classroom and the school office. The permanence of the roles
of department head and team leader may, ironically, be ex-
plained by the impermanence of the appointments, which are
often short-term or rotating. Although many department heads
hold their positions permanently, it is always understood that
they may one day return to the classroom full time and that
if they fail in their jobs, they can be relieved of them. Conse-
quently, teachers seem to regard them as colleagues rather than
as bosses, and perhaps, in response, the department heads and
teams leaders learn to be useful and to cope creatively with the
ambiguities of their roles.

Teachers' support for career ladders is less enthusiastic
and is moderated by distrust of evaluation practices and suspi-
cions about administrative patronage. The career ladder with
its hierarchical promotions and pay is a permanent structure;
decisions arc irreversible. Teachers fear that unworthy teachers
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will be chosen and, in some cases, assigned responsibilities that
are ever less useful and more distant from the classroom.

This is not to assert that teachers always oppose perma-
nent rewards that would recognize excellence in teaching, for
it is reasonable to introduce permanent rewards for acquired
expertise. Teachers would probably support such rewards if it
were not for their distrust of the assessment procedures on which
they must be based. Most teachers consider current practices
of evaluating their work to be inexact and ineffectual, report-
ing that administrators are unskilled and uncertain, or precipi-
tously judgmental in their decisions (Toch, 1984; Johnson, in
progress). Since teachers do not believe that promotional deci-
sions would be based on explicit standards and extended obser-
vations by many cbservers, they can only expect that such
decisions will be influenced by favoritism or poor judgment.

It seems likely that, if local districts are to develop evalua-
tion systems that adequately support career ladders, teachers
must be active in devising and administering them (Wise,
Darling-Hammond, McLaughlin, and Bernstein, 1984). Peer
evaluation is the second challenge of the current reforms to be
considered here.

Peer Evaluation

Proposals for teacher peer evaluation would remodel the
split-level hierarchy of school organizations and reinterpret the
egalitarian norms of the teaching profession. Although schools
are generally acknowledged to be flat organizations in which
teachers and administrators are highly interdependent (Lortie,
1975, p. 200; Duckworth and Carnine, 1987, pp. 459-471), they
feature distinctly dominant and subordinate roles. Adminis-
trators hire, assign, and assess teachers and reserve for them-
selves final decisions on transfer and tenure (Eisberg, 1987). By
assuming the task of judging their peers, teachers will both
abridge administrators' authority and challenge standard expec-
tations of teachers to protect one another.

The current creation of local peer-evaluation plans is tak-
ing place against the backdrop of a national effort by the recently
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established National Board for Professional Teaching Standards
to grant professional certificates to teachers who demonstrate
"high standards of professional competence" (Olson, 1987).
Under this program, teachers are to be judged by peers on the
basis of comprehensive measures now being developed by re-
searchers at Stanford University (Shulman, 1987). Teachers,
who compose two-thirds of the Board's membership, are in-
creasingly assuming greater responsibility for its policies and
practices.

Although this national initiative has had no direct impact
on local school districts, its well-publicized progress legitimizes
local proposals for peer assessment. Notably, local programs
receiving the greatest attention are ones initiated by teachers
and their unions rather than administrators, and drawn up in
response to local needs rather than external exhortations. Peer
appraisal plans in Toledo (Darling-Hammond, 1984), Roches-
ter, and Cincinnati (Johnson, 1988) suggest that teachers are
willing and able to assume responsibility for policing their
ranks.

Cincinnati's experience is illustrative. Inspired by their
counterparts in Toledo and Rochester, teacher-union officials
in Cincinnati proposed a peer-evaluation plan at the bargain-
ing table in 1985. Although the proposal generated some op-
position from teachers and considerable displeasure among
principals, the school board quickly accepted the plan. Despite
many fears, the Peer Assistance Plan achieved early success.
Ten consulting teachers representing the major academic areas
were selected by the Peer Review Panel, a joint committee of
teachers and administrators overseeing the program. The con-
sulting teachers, all of whom were reported to be outstanding
teachers, were each assigned to assist and eventually assess the
work of approximately sixteen novice teachers in each of ten
schools. During the first year of the program, the consulting
teachers recommended that 5% (approximately eight) of the
novice teachers' contracts not be renewed, twice the dismissal
rate that administrators had recommended in other subject areas.

Although many teachers and administrators initially op-
posed the plan, support grew steadily as its success became evi-
dent. The consulting teachers were widely praised for providing

luU
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sustained, professional help to fellow teachers in need. Once Cin-
cinnati's teachers were convinced that novice teachers assigned
to the assistance plan had received constructive assistance and
been granted sufficient time to improve, they supported dismissal
of those who did not measure up. Meanwhile, principals came
to value the consulting teachers' efforts. A year-end survey
documented widespread satisfaction among teachers and prin-
cipals, and during the second year, consulting teachers were asked
to address the cases of experienced teachers whom principals
referred to them for help.

The Cincinnati case has several important lessons for those
who would promote peer evaluation plans. First, even when such
a program has been inspired by the policies of other districts
or the rhetoric of state-level politicians, it may be essential to
fashion it locally. When teachers embark on unconventional pro-
grams, they must be certain that such programs grow out of
local needs and are adapted to the legitimate constraints of local
history and practice. Second, egalitarian norms do not oblige
teachers to protect their peers. Fair treatment is what matters
here. Cincinnati teachers were willing to grant their colleagues
the authority to make far-reaching career decisions for others
once they were reassured that the consulting teachers were skilled
and well-intentioned. In general, teachers are troubled by the
existence of' even a few incompetent peers, but they are also
critical of hasty or vindictive administrative decisions to discipline
or fire them. Unions, often criticized for protecting incompe-
tent teachers, in fact focus their efforts on guaranteeing due pro-
cess rather than shielding poor teachers from dismissal. There
is evidence that they tacitly support the termination of poor
teachers when procedures are proper (Johnson, 1984c, pp.
111-133). Therefore, contrary to conventional expectations, we
can conclude that peer evaluation is acceptable to teachers, when
the objectives are clear, the process is constructive, and the out-
comes improve the quality and status of the teaching ranks.

Third, the experience in Cincinnati suggests that ad-
ministrators' responses arc very important when implementing
a peer-evaluation plan. Principals there came to endorse the pro-
gram and to rely on the assistance it offered them in their work.
Despite early concerns that management's rights had been

loll
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gained away when school officials in Toledo accepted a peer-
evaluation plan, principals there also concluded that peer eval-
uation was a constructive process that provided services they
could not offer (Darling-Hammond, 1984, p. 128). Principals
in Rochester also felt threatened initially by the institution of
peer evaluation and formally objected to having their authority
abridged. It seems clear that during the initial stages of peer
evaluation, teachers and administrators must jointly manage
the program and, through this process, negotiate the difficul-
ties that will inevitably result in the search for a new division
of labor.

Finally, central to the success of the Cincinnati program
were the consulting teachers' reputations for being outstanding
teachers. Short of having some evaluation system that everyone
agrees is equal to the task of assessing educational performance,
teachers are most likely to trust the subjective judgments of
respected colleagues who remain close to the classroom. How-
ever, it is important to recognize that even exemplary teachers
may not know how to effectively assist and assess those whose
teaching styles, strengths, and weaknesses differ from their own
(Little, 1985; Shulman and Colbert, 1987). If teachers are to
assume supervisory responsibilities, they either must be trained
by others or develop skills in supervision themselves. The con-
sulting teachers in Cincinnati held weekly meetings in which
they discussed common problems, conferred about cases, and
offered their services as demonstrating teachers. Similar kinds
of support are essential for teachers venturing into what has been
professionally forbidden territory in order to come to terms with
their complex new relationships and responsibilities.

Teachers participating in peer evaluation not only cope
with the demands and ambiguities of differentiated roles in
schools, but also manage more formal authority than they did
as regular classroom teachers. The Carnegie and Holmes pro-
posals referred to earlier in this chapter would also alter the
distribution of authority in schools and patterns of school gover-
nance. These raise important challenges for those recommend-
ing reform.
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School Governance

The recent reform reports express a conviction that teachers
must exercise greater responsibility for school governance. The
Carnegie Task Force on Teaching as a Profession (1986) argues
that "school systems based on bureaucratic authority must be
replaced by schools in which authority is grounded in the pro-
fessional roles of teachers" (p. 55). The Holmes Group (1986)
contends that educational reformers cannot continue "telling
teachers what to do, rather than empowering them to do what
is necessary" (p. 61). Yet how teachers will assume new powers
and exercise new authority is unclear. In many ways, the chal-
lenge to give teachers more power to make decisions on educa-
tion is the most fundamental and far-reaching reform of all. For,
if teachers and administrators change their assumptions about
who has authority and how it can be exercised, educational
policies and practices will eventually reflect a set of professional
values different from those held hitherto.

Although many teachers challenge the legitimacy of the
traditional authority structure and some unions seek to change
it, administrators continue to be teachers' superiors and have
the final say on school practices. It is very important to remem-
ber, however, that teachers exercise authority within their class-
rooms, where they make countless decisions about curriculum,
instructional technique, classroom management, and standards
of discipline (Lipsky, 1980; Boyd, 1987, p. 88). In some states
and school districts, the recent imposition of centralized cur-
ricula or mandated testing have compromised teachers' instruc-
tional autonomy (McNeil, 1987), but most teachers report that
classroom policy what to teach, how to teach, how to use time,
and how to assess progress remains theirs to determine (John-
son, 1987a, pp. 10-12; Duckworth and Carninc, 1987, p. 459).

Teachers also arc frequently active in governing depart-
ments or grade-level teams where decisions about course con-
tent and sequence and text selections are routinely made. Teachers
report that it is in such forums that they exert the greatest in-
fluence over policies that extend beyond their classrooms. Be-
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cause decisions made in departments or teams relate closely
teachers' work with students in the classroom, they arc very im-
portant to teachers whose primary interests arc instructional.
Also, since such decisions arc implemented by those who make
them, policy is more likely to correspond to practice, thus justi-
fying teachers' investment of time and energy in making policy
and increasing their commitment to their work.

This commitment to collegial decision making is rarely
to be found at a level that affects the entire school, despite the
fact important decisions arc made at that level about such mat-
ters as the daily schedule, the responsibilities of' specialists, stu-
dent assignments, discipline, the provision of' clerical services,
and the allocation of supplies. It is principals who make such
decisions, usually with little or no systematic input from staff.
Full faculty meetings tend to be empty ceremonies where discus-
sions, if they occur, center on trivial matters and where votes
arc seldom taken. Faculty senates and principals' cabinets are
explicitly advisory and their proceedings arc usually of token
significance. If teachers exercise formal authority in these school-
wide forums, it is because a principal respects their expertise,
welcomes their contributions, and responds to their recommen-
dations. Their authority is the result of administrative discre-
tion rather than formal structure. Usually only under very
restrictive teacher contracts is a principal obliged to comply with
teachers' collective judgments (Johnson, 1984c, pp. 43-44).

While there may be some semblance of participation by
teachers in school governance, teachers report having virtually
nothing to do with decisions made by the central office or school
board (Johnson, in progress). In most districts, policies on cur-
ricula and testing, the school calendar, hiring, purchasing, staff
assignments, and building maintenance are controlled centrally,
but teachers report knowing and caring little about how such
decisions arc made. Although teachers profess little inte- est in
school policies that originate outside their buildings, either
because they arc irrelevant or because teachers arc denied in-
fluential roles in making them, they often resent the effects of
those decisions when they affect their schools and classrooms.

Many districts offer teachers the opportunity to serve on
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district-wide committees studying such topics as staff develop-
ment, student services, or curriculum development. Given the
limitations of the advisory character of such committees, teach-
ers who have held such roles often conclude that their time has
been wasted, and they recount tales of reports unread or recom-
mendations ignored by administrators and school-board mem-
bers who wanted outcomes different from the ones the teachers
presented.

Teachers' roles at the bargaining table during labor nego-
tiations differ markedly from those they assume on such advisory
committees, both because the school board is legally bound to
bargain in good faith and because the political power of the
teachers' union can be mobilized if teachers' concerns are ig-
nored. Moreover, the outcomes of labor negotiations can be en-
forced by the courts. Agreements about such matters as seniority
rules, nonteaching duties, or class size prescribe and limit what
administrators must and can do. Consequently, teachers exer-
cise more influence on decision making at the bargaining table
than anywhere in the district outside their own classrooms.

Teacher advocates might argue, therefore, that all policy
decisions should be addressed through collective bargaining.
However, while the formal process of negotiation is effective in
setting specific work rules, its limitations must be acknowledged
(Johnson, 1987b). First, in most districts, many matters of policy
such as curriculum, hiring, and budgeting are protected as
prerogatives of management and, therefore, are simply not sub-
ject to negotiation. Second, while formal bargaining is effective
for specifying narrow work rules, it is impractical for resolving
complex problems, defining new programs, or making ongo-
ing programmatic decisions. Finally, although much can be ac-
complished by teachers through collective bargaining, it is a hier-
archical, adversarial process in which management usually has the
final say. In most settings, unionized teachers are not recognized
as the professional equals of administrators, and the process of
neg tiations typically accentuates their subordinate status.

A review of decision making in the schools reveals that,
despite gestures in many school districts toward including teachers
in making decisions, traditional patterns of dominance and
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subordination persist. Administrators retain the authority to
define school, policy and to prescribe school practice. Schools
where different norms and expectations prevail, where teachers
are regarded as experts who should be consulted about educa-
tional policy, are the exception. In such schools, teachers debate
and decide on such matters as whether their school should
become a magnet school, how the faculty might better engage
parents in their children's schooling, or how school space or in-
structional time might be better allocated. When decisions of
consequence are truly in the hands of the faculty, it is virtually
always because principals have chosen to put them there and
teachers have been confident and able enough to accept them
(Foster, 1984, p. 12).

Because of the complex character of most school districts
and the many individuals and constituencies involved in any
decision of consequence, policies arc likely to result from political
bartering rather than rational decision making. This unpredict-
able path of policymaking has left many teachers deeply cynical
about the prospects for their having influence in school gover-
nance. They, themselves, often resort to politics petitioning
the principal, having a word with the assistant superintendent,
calling on a sympathetic board member if they care about an
issue, and many teachers report that they can influence policy
better informally than formally. But they often do their politick-
ing as individuals rather than as organized groups, thereby
leading them to conclude that teachers as a group have little
political influence (Johnson, in progress).

Given the generally small and marginal role in school
governance that teachers typically exercise, what changes arc
necessary to make them more influential? First, it appears that
greater formal authority must he granted through collective
bargaining or through changes in school-board policy to those
who hold positions such as lead teacher or to groups such as
faculty senates that have, until now, rarely had more than ad-
visory status. As advisors, teachers are beholden to adminis-
trators. In schools where principals grant teachers decision
making authority, they appear to take it on willingly. One might
expect, therefore, that teachers' roles in school governance will

I J k
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increase if their authority to make at least some decisions is
guaranteed.

Although it is essential that teachers be granted some
measure of formal authority, the wholesale transfer of respon-
sibility for school governance to them seems unwarranted and
unwise. The Carnegie Task Force provoked vehement opposi-
tion by suggesting that schools might be governed by executive
committees of lead teachers (Shanker, 1986; Thompson, 1986).
Aside from the political costs of suggesting that school adminis-
trators are di:.nensable, there is considerable evidence to sup-
port the importance of their roles. Principals have been shown
repeatedly to be central to school success (Cohen, 1987, p. 483),
and, although there are many poor principals who interfere with
good teaching or arc interested only in noninstructional mat-
ters, some principals are exemplary. The problem is not that
their role is vestigial, but that it is too complicated; no single
individual can do all that it requires. One solution may be to
draw teachers into the task of managing schools, but this must
be done cautiously so that both the classroom and the school
receive the attention and advocacy they deserve. It seems likely
that, even where schools are restructured, most teachers will
continue to focus on the clas,Toom while principals remain at-
tentive to the schools' larger purposes, holding a school -wide
perspective that no single teacher can have.

Furthermore, teachers' experience in governance is lim-
ited, and their skills are unpracticed. It is not at all apparent
that many teachers seek to run their schools (Little, 1988).
However, given their concern for policies that affect their teach-
ing, it makes sense to limit and specify initially what teachers
will decide the format of a new schedule, the assignment of
classroom aides, the allocations of an instructional budget, or
hiring recommendations for new staff. What seems most im-
portant is that they be granted the authority to make some im-
portant decisions.

School districts also might create joint committees of ad-
ministrators and teachers to set district policy and oversee prac-
tice on such matters as staff assignment, evaluations, or cur-
riculum. On such committees. teachers would hold equal powers
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with administrators rather than either serve as their advisors or
make all decisions on their own. Recently, such joint committees
were established by union and school officials in Cincinnati to
oversee the assignment of surplus teachers to understaffed schools,
to administer their peer assistance plan, and to direct an ex-
perimental program in school improvement (Johnson, 1988).

Because most teachers remain skeptical about prospects
for influencing district-wide policies and because their chief care
is about decisions made within their schools, decentralizing
school management would probably augment the role of teachers
in school governance (Guthrie, 1986, pp. 305-309). Many school
districts, particularly large urban ones, are highly centralized
organizations that regulate and standardize school practice. By
demanding conformity, school officials limit the discretion of
teachers and principals to make their schools work well (1\4,-..Neil,
1987, pp. 102-103). For example, one urban superintendent
recently announced that he will require a single minimal reading
series to he used in all schools and grades. Another superinten-
dent prescribed a daily timetable for elementary reading and
mathematics instruction. With each such centrally mandated
prescription, the scope of issues to be addressed by a school's
staff shrinks. Teachers are expected to comply with regulations
rather than to tailor their programs and practices to the needs
of their students and the strengths of their staffs.

Decentralizing school management would probably pro-
mote more governance of schools by teachers in two ways. First,
it would enable teachers to address broad issues on education
within a context that is meaningful to them. Currently, teachers
perceive their professional interests to lie with their colleagues
at school rather than at the district office and are inclined to
commit time and energy to matters close to their daily concerns.
Second, a decentralized governance structure provides greater
assurance to teachers that problems presented to them are real
rather than contrived, and that participation by teachers will
not be simply ceremonial. If binding decisions about policy and
practice are made at the school level, teachers can be assured
that their efforts will make a difference; that their decisions will
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stick. If policymaking remains centralized, teachers will prob-
ably discount promises that they will have influence on policy
and will believe that central office administrators control policy
decisions.

As teachers' formal powers are augmented and adminis-
trators' authority is abridged, the role of the principal will be
redefined. Where teachers assume administrative authority and
exercise the power to enforce decisions, principals will have to
provide informal rather than formal leadership. However, in-
creasing teachers' authority in matters of policy does not mean
that principals will become functionaries executing teachers'
plans. As teachers assume decision-making roles, principals to
be effective will need to help teachers recognize and value their
own expertise, to engage teachers in broader responsibilities,
and to orchestrate their work as colleagues rather than as sub-
ordinates.

Many principals are not prepared for such roles, having
been expected in recent years to be aggressive and efficient school
managers (Barth, 1988). However, unless principals accept
shared leadership and collegial policymaking with teachers as
legitimate goals, they are likely to interpret all teacher activity
as encroachment and all faculty successes as failures of their own,
to clutch their formal powers more tightly, and to assert their
superior positions more forcefully.

Teachers, too, as participants in decision making, must
adopt new attitudes. Teachers arc inclined to withdraw from
policymaking in their schools; they have implicitly negotiated
a treaty that protects their classroom autonomy in exchange for
knowing their place and leaving school management to ad-
ministrators. But if collegial decision making is to thrive, in-
teraction between teachers and administrators must be ongoing
and teachers must be willing to leave the protection of their
classrooms. A solitary individual or two cannot be expected to
redirect a school that is set in its ways; a certain substantial
number of able teachers will have to emerge who, together with
the principal, can initiate, sustain, and institutionalize new
school norms and practices.

4I "Y
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Time and Money

Reform proposals raise two additional, practical issues
that may determine the outcomes of the recent reform move-
ment. These are time and money. In fact, because the provi-
sion of adequate funds and flexible time is so essential for the
success of educational reform, these issues probably should have
been addressed at the start of this discussion. For if local districts
expect that they can reform school organization with their cur-
rent funding and time allocations, they probably will fail. It is
futile to devise sophisticated roles for teat.hers and new authority
structures for schools if sufficient time and money are not pres-
ent to support their implementation and institutionalization.

Time presents two challenges for school reform. First, in
most schools, time is rigidly structured. Second, there simply
is not enough of it. It is no surprise that differentiated roles for
teachers are most frequently found in secondary schools, where
blocked schedules permit staff to split their assignments between
teaching and nonteaching duties. Teachers in elementary schools,
with their self-contained classrooms, usually find it hard to en-
sure adequate instruction when they leave their classes to work
on research, curriculum development, or administration. In-
structional arrangements that accommodate job sharing, teacher-
teaming, or departmentalization at the elementary level would
permit teachers to move confidently between their classrooms
and the larger school. However, blocking the school day as in
secondary school for elementary students does not win easy sup-
port. Alternatively, teachers might assume nonteaching assign-
ments for a year or two, returning to the classroom at their
conclusion. However, local districts arc seldom eager to cope
with the staffing complications such arrangements would en-
tail. If local districts are to implement new roles for teachers
successfully, they must be open to reorganizing instructional
time and assignment of staff.

More important than the organization of time is the short-
age of time. In recent years, fiscal constraints have forced local
districts to eliminate funds from their budgets that once supported
generous staffing allocations, support personnel, or time for

1
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teachers to pursue special assignments. Many local districts
simply have no budgeted time available to supr prt the develop-
ment and maintenance of new programs. Currently, teachers'
days and nights are replete with obligations. If teachers are to
assume major roles in peer evaluation or school governance,
they must have time to carry out these responsibilities. School
officials must regard the new duties of teachers as essential com-
ponents of their regular assignments rather than as voluntary
extras. If the school districts value this work and expect it to
continue, they must allocate paid time to have it done.

It is worth noting that schools seldom make the best use
of teachers' time and expertise. Many teachers reluctantly spend
as much as an hour each day completing clerical tasks or serv-
ing in custodial roles supervising recess grounds, study halls,
bathrooms, and cafeterias when the time might be better spent
observing classes, developing curriculum, or deciding school
policy. It should be possible for all teachers' jobs to include sonic
responsibility for policymaking, much as they arc now expected
to monitor study halls or cover the classes of absent teachers.
In independent schools, which provide an alternative model on
this issue, teachers routinely serve on committees that oversee
admissions, curricula, or student services. Incorporating respon-
sibilities for school governance into teachers' daily schedules
would require a careful redistribution of assignments between
teachers and administrators. Most teachers would probably not
accept such duties if they were simply added to their current
ones, but many might welcome a meaningful substitute for the
tiresome, demeaning tasks of monitoring halls or playgrounds.

The provision of released time would put new demands
on school budgets. The expense of staffing the assignment of
one consulting teacher per school in a district of modest size
would probably approach $250,000. The costs of promotional
ladders would be considerably more. Although many teachers
may accept released time as an even trade for classroom teaching,
those who assume responsibilities once assigned to administrators
may expect to be paid more for their nonteaching work, even
if they do not consider that work to be more valuable than
teaching.
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Compensating teachers with released time or supplemen-
tary pay will be costly if local districts maintain current adminis-
trative staffing levels. However, an analysis of administrative
work may reveal that teachers' contributions to administration
reduce the requirements for other administrators, making such
reforms financially feasible. Admittedly, redefining jobs and
redistributing money would provoke discontent among adminis-
trators, but for school districts with limited resources, this may
be the only way to ensure that reforms become institutionalized.

Finally, school districts must not expect to cover new pro-
gram expenses with the standard salary budget. In fact, reforms
are not likely to gain faculty acceptance unless teachers' wages
are sufficient and competitive with those of other districts. Mur-
nane and Cohen (1986) found that the merit-pay reform sur-
vived only in districts that already offered high wages, where
bonuses were truly bonuses. If teachers resent their current
wages, it seems unlikely they will be ready to commit themselves
to new efforts, paid or unpaid.

Conclusion

If policymakers unilaterally impose current reform pro-
posals on teachers and schools, they will most certainly fail. By
their very nature, these programs require teachers' endorsement
and accommodation. Teachers must be willing to aspire to new
roles, to welcome peer evaluation, and to seize new respon-
sibilities for governance. If the reforms are introduced in ways
that threaten egalitarian norms, that discount the role of the
principal, that draw teachers away from teaching, that offer par-
ticipation without authority, or that undermine the cooperation
of school staffs, they will probably fail. Also, if school officials
do not provide the necessary time and money to support the
reforms they cannot succeed.

Admittedly, the current reforms provide good ideas. If
adopted in response to legitimate local needs and implemented
in responsible ways, they might well make schools better orga-
nizations for teaching and learning. But they will serve no bet-
ter than the status quo if they compromise collegiality, disrupt
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instruction, or undermine morale. If they fail, many outside
the schools will undoubtedly charge that teachers have failed
that the policy is sensible, but teachers have not done it justice.
However, to implement flawed policies policies that disregard
the essential aims and norms of schooling is to jeopardize what
currently works in schools.

This is not to suggest that schools should not or cannot
change, but rather that change should be consistent with schools
as human service organizations that depend on cooperation and
interdependence among staff members. Differentiated staffing
can open new opportunities to teachers and extend their exper-
tise and values into the larger organization. Teacher-peer evalua-
tion can offer better supervisory assistance and yield a stronger
teaching staff. Expanded roles for teachers in school governance
can lead to schools that emphasize instructional over managerial
values. But if a local district stresses the hierarchical components
of its career ladder, appoints consulting teachers who can make
hard decisions but not give good help, or expects teachers to
govern without authority, it will have few successes to report.

The new definitions of teachers' professional roles can-
not be decided or imposed by those outside shools. They must
emerge from the schools, but they will not emerge fully formed
nor will they be consistent between districts. Rather, this set
of school reforms can he expected to evolve over time and to
adapt to local requirements as teachers and school officials ex-
plore alternative approaches, experiment with new forms of
behavior, and negotiate a new order.

One of the most sobering things about staffing reforms
such as these is that they require many supportive conditions
to ensure their successful implementation. There must be suffi-
cient leadership among teachers and administrators to embark
on new ventures. The teachers' unions must endorse labor-man-
agement cooperation. Administrators must accept an abridge-
ment of their authority. School staffs must be ready and able
to change, with teachers and principals trusting each others' good
intentions. The school board and community must support the
initiatives with confidence and with funding. And everyone must
have the patience Ibr the inevitable setbacks. All of these con-
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ditions must be aligned like stars in the astrological heavens
simply to make reform possible. If they are not, we cannot claim
to have given the reforms or the teachers a fair chance.

References

Argyris, C. Personality and Organization. New York: Harper, 1957.
Astuto, T. A., and Clark, D. "Merit Pay for Teachers, An

Analysis of State Policy Options." Educational Policy Series
#1. Bloomington, Ind.: Indiana University School of Educa-
tion, 1985.

Bacharach, S. B., Lipsky, D. B., and Shedd, J. B. Paying for
Better Teaching: Merit Pay and Itc Alternatives. Ithaca, N.Y.:
Organizational Analysis and Practice, 1984.

Barth, R. S. "The School as a Community of Leaders." In A.
Lieberman (ed.), Building a Professional Culture in Schools. New
York: Teachers College Press, 1988.

Berman, P., McLaughlin, M., and others. Federal Programs Sup-
porting Educational Change, Vol. VII: Factors Affecting Implemen-
tation and Continuation. Santa Monica, Calif.: Rand, 1977.

Boyd, W. L. "Public Education's Last Hurrah? Schizophrenia,
Amnesia, and Ignorance in School Politics." Educational Evalua-
tion and Policy Analysis, 1987, 9 (2), 85-100.

Carnegie Task Force on Teaching as a Profession. A Nation
Prepared: Teachers for the 21st Century. New York: Carnegie
Forum on Education and the Economy, 1986.

Cohen, M. "Improving School Effectiveness: Lessons from
Research." In V. Richardson-Koehler (ed.), Educators' Hand-
book: A Research Perspective. New York: Longman, 1987.

Currence, C. "Politicians, Teachers in Two States Wrangle Over
Incentive Plans." Education Week, 1985, 4 (35), 1.

Darling-Hammond, L. "The Toledo (Ohio) Public School In-
tern and Intervention Program." In A. E. Wise, L. Darling-
Hammond, M. W. McLaughlin, and H. T. Bernstein (e,!s.),
Case Studies for Teacher Evaluation: A Study of Effective Practices.
Santa Monica. Calif.: Rand, 1984.

Duckworth, K., and Carninc, D. "The Quality of Teacher-
Principal Relationships." In V. Richardson-Koehler (ed.), Ea'u-
calms' Handbook: A Research Perspective. New York: Longman, 1987.



Redesigning Teachers' Work 149

Edelfelt, R. A. "Differentiated Staffing: Where Are We?" Na-
tional Elementary Principal, 1972, 52 (4).

Elmore, R. F. "Complexity and Control: What Legislators and
Administrators Can Do About Implementing Public Policy."
In L. S. Shulman and G. Sykes (eds.), Handbook of Teaching
and Policy. New York: Longman, 1983.

Elsberg, T. "Accountable Leadership Depends on Principal."
Education Week, 1987, 6 (39), 44,32.

Foster, S. G. "Effective Principals Found to Work More Hours,
Favor Cooperation." Education Week, 1984, 3 (29), 12.

Freiberg, H. J. "Master Teacher Programs: Lessons from the
Past." Educational Leadership, 1984/1985, 16-17.

Guthrie, J. W. "School-Based Management: The Next Needed
Education Reform." Phi Delta Kappan, 1986, 68, (4), 305-309.

Hackman, J. R., and Oldham, G. R. Work Redesign. Reading,
Mass.: Addison-Wesley, 1980.

Harris, L. The Metropolitan Life Survey of the American Teacher. New
York: Metropolitan Life Insurance, 1986.

Hatry, H. P. and Greiner, J. M. Issues in Teacher Incentive Plans.
Washington, D.C.: Urban Institute, 1984.

The Holmes Group. Tomorrow's Teachers: A Report of the Holmes
Group. East Lansing, Mich.: The Holmes Group, 1986.

Johnson, S. M. "Merit Pay for Teachers: A Poor Prescription
for Reform." Harvard Educational Review, 1984a, 54 (2).

Johnson, S. M. The Pros and Cons of Merit Pay. Fastback #203.
Bloomington, Ind.: Phi Delta Kappa, 1984b.

Johnson, S. M. Teacher Unions in Schools. Philadelphia, Pa.: Tem-
ple University Press, 1984c.

Johnson, S. M. "Teachers as Decisionmakers." Discussion paper
prepared for the National Education Association, 1987a.

Johnson, S. M. "Can Schools Be Reformed at the Bargaining
Table?" Teacher College Record, 1987b, 89 (2), 269-280.

Johnson, S. M. "Pursuing Professional Reform in Cincinnati."
Phi Delta Kappan, 1988, 69 (10), 746-751.

Johnson, S. M. "Teachers at Work" (in progress).
Johnson, S. M., and Nelson, N. C. W. "Teaching Reform in

an Active Voice." Phi Delta Kappan, 1987 68 (8), 591-598.
Lipsitz, J. Successful Schools for Young Adolescents. New Brunswick,

N. J.: Transaction Press, 1983.

1.0



150 Restructuring Schools

Lipsky, M. Street-Level Bureaucracy. New York: Russell Sage
Foundation, 1980.

Little, J. W. "Norms of Collegiality and Experimentation: Work-
place Conditions of School Success." American Education Research
Journal, 1982, 19, 325-340.

Little, J. W. "Teachers as Teacher Advisors: The Delicacy of
Collegial Leadership." Educational Leadership, 1985, 43 (3),
34-36.

Little, J. W. "Assessing the Prospects for Teacher Leadership."
In A. Lieberman (ed.), Building a Professional Culture in Schools.
New York: Teachers College Press, 1988.

Lortie, D. C. Schoolteacher: A Sociological Study. Chicago: Univer-
sity of Chicago Press, 1975.

McNeil, L. M. "Exit, Voice, and Community: Magnet Teach-
ers' Responses to Standardization." Educational Policy, 1987,1
(1), 93-113.

MacNow, G. "Michigan Teachers Oppose Merit Pay, Urge
Reform." Education Week, 1983, 3 (5) 1, 17.

Malen, B., and Hart, A. W. "Career Ladder Reform: A Multi-
Level Analysis of Initial Efforts." Educational Evaluation and
Policy Analysis, 1987, 9 (1), 9-23.

March, J. "American Public School Administration: A Short
Analysis." School Review, 1978, 86, 217-250.

Meyer, J. W., and Rowan, B. "The Structure of Educational
Organizations." In M. W. Meyer and Associates, Environments
and Organizations. San Francisco, Calif.: Jossey-Bass, 1978.

Murnane, R. J., and Cohen, D. K. "The Employment Rela-
tionship: Lessons from an Analysis of Merit Pay. for Public
School Teachers." Harvard Educational Review, 1986, 56 (1),
1-17.

National Commission on Excellence in Education. A Nation at
Risk: The Imperative for Educational Reform. Washington, D.C.:
U.S. Printing Office, 1983.

Olson, L. "Pioneering State Teacher-Incentive Plans in Florida,
Tennessee Still Under Attack." Education Week, 1983, 5 (18)
1,24.

Olson, L. "Certification Pane.' Head Selected." Education Week,
1987, 7 (5) 6.

1 f



Redesigning Teachers' Work 151

Regue, J. "After 31 Years in the Classroom, Thoughts of Get-
ting Out, Starting Over." Education Week, 1986, 5 (25), 17.

Rosenholtz, S. J. "Effective Schools: Interpreting the Evidence."
American Journal of Education, 1984, 93 (3), 352-388.

Rosenholtz, S. J. "Political Myths About Education Reform:
Lessons from Research on Teaching." Phi Delta Kappan, 1985,
66 (5), 349-355.

Shanker, A. "A Better Use of Human Resources." Education
Week, 1986, 5 (39), 20.

Shulman, J. H. and Colbert, J. A. The Mentor Teacher Casebook.
San Francisco: Far West Laboratory, 1987.

Shulman, L. S. "Knowledge and Teaching: Foundations of the
New Reform." Harvard Educational Review, 1987, 57(1), 1-21.

Sirkin, J. R. "Governors Appear Set to Propose School Re-
forms." Education Week, 1986, 5 (25) 1,16.

Thompson, S. D. "Strengthen, Don't Diffuse, School Leader-
ship." Education Week, 1986, 5 (36), 28.

Toch, 1'. "Survey Indicates Teacher Support for Merit Pay."
Education Week, 1984, 2 (42), 1, 12.

Weick, K. E. "Educational Organizations as Loosely Coupled
Systems." Administrative Science Quarterly, 1976, 21, 11-19.

Wise, A. E., Darling-Hammond, L., McLaughlin, M. W., and
Bernstein, H. 1'. Teacher Evaluation: A Study of Effective Prac-
tices. Santa Monica, Calif.: Rand, 1984.



Rethinking
School Governance

Mary Anne Raywid

A call for restructuring is a call for fundamental and pervasive
change. School "restructuralists" share the belief that piecemeal
supplements, or peripheral modifications that leave most school
practices unaffected, are likely to prove futile. Nothing short
of fundamental change affecting the practices of everyone within
a school will suffice. Among those who want to restructure
schools, a substantial group is convinced that ultimately what
must be changed is the was schools are governed; otherwise
the modifications essential to substantial improvement simply
cannot and will not occur. According to this group, the rela-
tionship of schools to both their external and internal environ-
ments is so fundamentally flawed that change in how they are
governed is essential for significant school improvement of any
sort curricular, instructional. and so On.

According to this group, schools arc no longer in accord
with their political environmentsthat is, with the desires of
the parents and the communities they presumably serve and with
the political system whose procedural principles public institu-
tions are obligated to reflect. Nor, say proponents of this con-
ception of restructuring, do school conditions and practices
accord with the schools' internal environment as defined by the
nature and needs of the human beings who populate schools
teachers and administrators as well as students.
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Calls for restructuring are not currently limited to schools,
of course. They draw inspiration and support from other sources.
The second half of the twentieth century has seen repeated
challenges to large-scale organizations of all sorts. It has been
a period of increasing public skepticism about major societal
institutions and of growing lack of confidence in large organiza-
tions. Pollsters have repeatedly publicized the scope of such
disaffection (Harris, 1986). The public's criticism has been based
on diverse concerns. One crucial set of criticisms has explicitly
addressed the matter of control and governance.

The issue of maintaining democratic authority and re-
sponsibility in a society of increasing technical expertise has been
a major challenge of contemporary life. In what desirable ways
may experts limit political control, and how may the experts
then be controlled? How can we assure quality control and ap-
propriate mechanisms of accountability in a large-scale enter-
prise, without simultaneously reducing the effectiveness of the
units controlled? Another particularly thorny issue for public
schools has been the desirability both of including all relevant
parties in decision making and of keeping the scale of decision
making manageable. The problem of scale is relatively recent,
but it recurs in school discussions, as the list of negatives as-
sociated with bigness lengthens and the number of justifications
for large schools diminishes.

It is not surprising that one aspect of the critique of large-
scale institutions has been a broad challenge to bureaucracy,
the century's dominant mode of organizing large enterprises.
Over the past three decades, bureaucracy has been criticized
as inefficient and ineffective (the two primary grounds for its
alleged superiority specifically being efficiency and effectiveness),
as inhumane, unresponsive to its clients or to the rest of the
public, dominated almost entirely by technological and territorial
imperatives, largely out of control, and blind and impervious
to the need for change. Such criticisms have been brought to
bear on virtually all bureaucratically structured organizations
in recent years corporations. the church, the army, the postal
service, as well as the schools.
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Many of those calling for the restructuring of school
governance attribute an assortment of ills to the present ar-
rangements within education for bureaucratic control. Such
arrangements are thought to be linked to (1) an unacceptable
conception of the school's mission, (2) a stultifying social order
within the school, (3) a counterproductive distribution of roles
and functions among the players that is, students, teachers,
specialists, administrators, parents and (4) an inappropriate
decision-making structure. We will thus be concerned, as we look
at proposals for restructuring school governance, to explore the
ramifications of present and proposed solutions for these four
fundamental concerns.

First, however, an identification of the nature and genesis
of the major strategies for restructuring schools may be helpful.
Widespread demand for restructuring is relatively recent and
is often characterized as a second phase of the excellence move-
ment of the 1980s (Pipho, 1986). In the early 1980s discontent
with school quality generated strong pressures for improvement,
but reactions and results following state-mandated attempts to
change schools, as well as research done independently, have
lent strong support to the idea that successful change must orig-
inate and be implemented at the school level, not outside the
schools. Thus officials have sought to stimulate school-based im-
provement projects, and such school improvement programs
have burgeoned throughout the United States.

Many such programs have sought to cultivate the particu-
lar traits identified by the effective schools literature (Purkey,
Rutter, and Newmann, 1986-1987). The programs have thus
attempt( Ito improve organizational climate, build a more coher-
ent sense of mission, generate staff collaboration, and so on.
A study of four thousand high school improvement programs
confirmed that there are major difficulties with self-transforma-
tion, which is what such changes entail. The researchers con-
cluded that a large number of current high school improvement
efforts "may be largely cosmetic""a superficial and largely sym-
bolic response to the prescriptions . . on school improvement"
(Purkey, Rutter, and Newmann, 1986-1987, pp. 70, 65). In
over half the schools where principals report improvement pro-
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grams under way, more than half the teachers are evidently not
aware of their existence. Not surprisingly, then, the researchers
found that schools reporting improvement programs differed lit-
tle from schools without them as regards the very characteristics
such programs seek to cultivategood organizational climate,
staff collaboration, goal consensus, staff participation in deci-
sion making, and so on.

There arc a few very notable exceptions, however, which
have received wide publicity. In Hammond, Indiana, for in-
stance, a school improvement effort enables a team operating
at each school to tackle whatever dimensions of the school's prac-
tice it finds need changing. Individual schools have rearranged
the schedule for the school day, changed homework policy,
established a teacher-mentor program, and set up peer evalua-
tion of teachers. As such ventures clearly suggest, however, these
schools have been exempted from much external constraint and
delegated considerable power; within them, authority is now
exercised by teams. not individuals. In Hammond, the school
improvement process has become a school-based mangement
arrangement, the crucial elements of which arc the additional
authority transkrrcd to the school and the sharing of that new
power among school constituents (teachers, administrators, com-
munity representatives). Hammond schools are no longer schools
trying to improve themselves within externally imposed limita-
tions and internally traditional stratifications: their governance
and control arrangements have changed dramatically (Casner-
Lotto, 1988; McPike, 1987). There is evidence suggesting that
only when control arrangements change in this way so that
the school is less restricted in its decision making and the addi-
tional authority is shared is substantial improvement likely
(Chubb, 1988).

To date, restructuralists have elaborated just two broad
strategies for accomplishing changes in authority and governance
patterns. One is to return authority to the school and democratize
its exercise. The other strategy looks instead to more direct in-
dividual empowerment by giving teachers the right to choose
or develop the programs with which they arc associated, and
families the right to select the school that best suits them and
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their children. To date, these are the only proposals for imple-
menting the widely voiced demand to "restructure" public schools
in the interests of modifying present governance patterns that
have achieved much credibility. The first is known as school-based
or site management, the second is the schools of choice concept. The
two ideas are not incompatible, and indeed share a number of
features. They do, however, rest on somewhat different diag-
noses of current school ills and hence recommend some differ-
ences in treatment.

Site management is a proposal to decentralize and, at least
to this extent, debureaucratize school control (Guthrie, 1986;
Lindelow, 1981). For some but not all of its advocates, it is also
a proposal for shared decision making within the school (Cairns,
Molberg, and Zander, 1983). And for some, but again not all,
advocates, it is a proposal for increasing the power and/or in-
fluence of parents and other citizens in school decision making
(Marburger, 1985; Zander, n.d.).

Site management recommends that curriculum, person-
nel, and budget decisions be made within, for, and by individual
schools (Lindelow, 1981) although there is considerable varia-
tion in practice as to which of these decisions are actually decen-
tralized, and to what extent. In theory, the authority to act, and
the resources to implement the decisions, are assigned to the
schools by states and districts, with each school receiving its
budgetary share (the amount being determined by its enroll-
ment) in a lump sum for its own allocation. Each school is ex-
pected to operate within policy guidelines set by the state and
district but in general, school accountability shifts from the
present input and monitoring controls to responsibility for out-
comes such as attendance and student achievement on state and
district examinations. The preparation of annual reports on these
and other matters becomes a major school responsibility, as does
careful long-range planning.

All school-site management proposals call for the establish-
ment of one or more committees typically designated "school
advisory councils.-- for obtaining systematic input on school
decisions from teachers, parents, and sometimes from other
citizens and students as well. Site-management proposals differ,
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however, on the crucial feature of whether the councils arc to
be decision-making bodies, actually setting policy for the school,
or whether they should merely be advisory to the principal, who
is the decision maker. A related feature on which proposals differ
is whether the principal is appointed and continued in that post
by the advisory council or by the district superintendent. Ob-
viously, these two structural arrangements are key matters in
setting up a site-management system.

The schools of choice concept calls first for a commitment
to the deliberate diversificaton of schools, so that each school
(sometimes each mini-school and/or school-within-a-school)
develops its own program that is distinctive in some way (for
example, as to its orientation, curriculum, instructional ap-
proach, ethos). Families are then invited to select a school from
among the available array, depending on the individual student's
particular needs and interests or on family preference as to
general school orientation.

The schools of choice concept has originated under more
varied auspices and as an answer to a broader variety of prob-
lems than has the concept of site management, which was devel-
oped largely by scholars and policy analysts explicitly to modify
school governance. Some school of choice arrangements have
been adopted to accommodate students not otherwise well served
within the system, others as a response to strong parent and/or
teacher preferences, others in the interests of dropout preven-
tion, others to provide pilot sites for innovation and experiment,
and still others as an alternative to forced busing. The multiple
roots tend to make for more varied renderings of the "choice"
proposal, reflecting different features as the idea has been devel-
oped in different places. (Hence the differences between, for ex-
ample, magnet schools and alternative schools with magnet
schools typically designed to attract large numbers across racial
and geographic lines to programs featuring a particular cur-
riculum or instructional style, and alternative schools more often
intended to accommodate a small group with particular interests
or needs.) Opportunities for choice under "choice" arrangements
usually include staff, %vho also select their own programs in
schools rather than simply being assigned to them (Raywid,
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1982). Under such circumstances, teachers often collectively
design the program within their school, an arrangement call-
ing in turn for a considerable degree of independence from cur-
ricular and other mandates originating at state and district levels.
In other locales, however, the "choice" arrangement has not
substantially altered top-down program design and control or
the way in which teachers are assigned. "Choice" programs of
the first sort have much in common with site-management ar-
rangements, while programs of the second sort do not. Even
in those schools of choice which enjoy considerable autonomy,
however, that autonomy has probably occurred more often in-
formally as a natural consequence of the "choice" arrangement
than by formal delegation of power over curriculum, budget,
and/or personnel decisions, which is the hallmark of site manage-
ment. Few communities have done what Baton Rouge has an-
nounced: a combination of the choice and site-management
proposals (Snider, 1988).

As this suggests, the schools of choice proposal is a reform
focusing most immediately on student needs and interests, with
internal school governance changes occurring only incidentally
and in the course of responding to student diversity. The site-
management proposal, on the other hand, makes staff focal and
is concerned primarily with enlarging the prerogatives and
responsibilities of principals and teachers, and sometimes of other
adults. The site-management proposal assumes that today's ma-
jor problems in education stem from the highly centralized con-
trol to which schools have become subject, and the consequent
distancing of decision making from the level of application. Con-
trol properly belongs in the hands of those most directly asso-
ciated with a school, say advocates: its staff, its students and
their families, and its community. Many site-management pro-
ponents give no hint of intent to redress present power imbal-
ances or tc: establish a new balance between school, district, and
state levels of control. Rather the interest is in lodging control
for the operation of education primarily at the school level.

The "choice" proposal asserts that in order to respond to
the diverse educational needs, interests, and preferences of a
diverse population and a pluralist society, schools need to be

1
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differentiated. It assumes that the development and sustaining
of an array of programs necessitates considerable decentraliza-
tion and the collaboration of teachers in program design.

It may be well to reemphasize that both the schools of
choice proposal and the site-management proposal call for a fun-
damental reordering of school organization to enable the in-
dividual school to define itself to a far greater extent than is now
the case. Just such a reordering has been recommended by a
substantial number of reform reports, including the National
Governors' Association's Time for Results (1986), the Commit-
tee for Economic Development's Investing in Our Children (1985),
and the Carnegie Task Force on Teaching as a Profession's A
Nation Prepared (1986).

The recommendation that the school be recognized and
treated as the primary unit of education is further buttressed
by a broad array of contemporary research. John Goodlad has
urged it on the basis of his extensive study of schools (Goodlad,
1984). Effective Schools research has underscored it (Cohen,
1983). Organizational specialists are proposing it (Kanter, 1983;
Louis, forthcoming). And most recently, some have attributed
an innate superiority to private and parochial schools precisely
on grounds of the independence of each and the resulting op-
portunity of each to create its own identity (Chubb, 1988).

We turn now to examining how each of the two major
reorganization proposals for public schools, site mangement and
choice, would respond to the fundamental challenges earlier
identified: the conception of the school's mission, its role alloca-
tions, its social order, and its decision making. We shall also look
at the way in which contemporary school organization responds
to those issues.

The Conception of the School's Mission

A substantial part of the demand for restructuring schools
stems from the charge that schools are not doing well by the
youth entrusted to them. The particular object of this complaint
differs including, for example, that the schools are not educat-
ing students well enough, or that they arc not educating substan-

i
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tial numbers of them, that they are failing to teach the right
things, or failing to motivate or inspire, or invading what should
remain the family's province, or violating individual students
with unfair treatment or indifference. Each of these complaints,
as well as many others, challenges the way in which the school
construes its mission.

The mission of schoolingand especially of public school-
inghas long been multifaceted. Perhaps the Massachusetts col-
onists of 1620 had the singlemindedness often attributed to them
when seeking in their schools only to enable the young to read
the Bible and come to know the word of God. But if so, they
may be the last group with so clear and uncomplicated a vision
of just what schools should accomplish. Later colonists clearly
sought public and secular purposes, as well as individual and
religious ones, in urging the spread of education. And many
disagreements over school practice can be traced to disagree-
ments over whether the school is primarily a public good or a
private benefit. Is the raison d'etre and major function of the
school to prepare the young to maintain and perpetuate intact
our society, government, economy? Or is the school an institu-
tion whose major function is to enable the young to realize their
unique potential by developing their individual interests and
talents? This is a relevant question for all institutions, and for
public schools surely the answer must be both: They must pro-
vide both for the public good and for private benefits. Yet the
varying emphasis assigned the two concerns goes a long way
toward determining a school's orientation. If, for example, the
school's mission is primarily to serve public interests, then such
functions as sorting, slotting, and certifying students for their
subsequent careers seems reasonable. Letting students succeed
or fail in one program and then placing them in another one
if they do not succeed is understandable. But if the school ought
instead to provide a private benefit, such practices are hard to
justify and it is difficult to argue that any advantages can ever
accrue to any individual by having so much as a single failing
grade entered on his or her acadc.inc record!

The issue regarding the mission of the school also includes
the question of just what sort of enterprise schooling is. Is the

L
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task of schooling the delivery of particular goods, such as the
multiplication tables, Shakespeare, the alphabet, the Civil War,
or other items appearing on cultural literacy lists? Or is it rather
a matter of the dispensing of particular services, such as cus-
todial, instructional, and developmental services? Or is it some-
thing else?

Some of the schools' present difficulties stem from par-
ticular positions on these matters, and part of the demand to
restructure schools is that we reconstitute their mission. In some
cases, what is sought is a shift to a stronger orientation to the
public good. That certainly seems to be the message in the de-
mand for better school performance to improve the nation's
economic competitiveness. A public-good orientation has seemed
to inspire much of the current excellence movement. It would
recommend strengthening external control and rendering it more
effective exactly the tendencies that marked school improve-
ment efforts of the early 1980s.

The school's general mission appears similar to that of
most large-scale contemporary institutions, which is to make
available a set of services to people seeking those services. That
seems straightforward and reasonable enough. But in the case
of the school, its mission is complicated by several features not
shared by other institutions. In the first place, those to be served
are not there voluntarily but arc legally compelled to present
themselves. In the second place, the school's mission is one of
steering young, developing persons in positive directions, rather
than of rt..ponding to the wishes of fully formed adults. In the
thir4 place, the youthfulness of the service recipients recom-
mei...; measures designed to see that they avail themselves fully
of the services. In the fourth place, our national commitments
to equity and equal opportunity recommend measures that go
beyond the simple laying out of services: There may also be
an obligation to render them meaningful and genuinely accessi-
ble to their recipients. These differences make school serv-:e
delivery unique. They also leave us feeling somewhat ambivalent
about schools. On the one hand, we believe they open doors,
even worlds, to the young. On the other, school functions can
also be perceived as "services masquerading as gifts," the insti-
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tution can be seen as both obtrusive and intrusive, and teaching
can be viewed as a practice ultimately based on condescension
(Komisar, 1969).

The cynicism of such perspectives underscores just how
a number of people have come to perceive large schools in par-
ticular. Those who staff them have been tagged members of "the
helping professions" (Ignatieff, 1985) but also as "street-level
bureaucrats" (Lipsky, 1980). As they have pursued the path of
other professionals and other bureaucrats, they have become
targets of the kinds of resentments addressed to other such
figures. Schools have adopted the bureaucratic model in iden-
tifying more and more functions for special treatment and in
proliferating offices of new experts to practice them planners,
evaluators, special reading teaching, speech therapists, counsel-
ors, curriculum developers, school social workers, remedial
specialists, and so on. One result has been a depersonalizing
trend in schools along with the fragmentation of school services.

It has been suggested that one of the reasons for the wide-
spread current hostility against doctors is that specialization
within their profession has led to "thingification." The patient
is dehumanized by the doctor who is concerned with a particular
organ, wound, or disease, rather than with the individual. The
doctor-patient encounter is thus not a human one but, as Erv-
ing Goffman put it, simply a transaction between a service pro-
vider and a client's malfunctioning part (Goffman, 1961). Many
suggest that the school's relationship with its students has become
analogous: that school is a set of transactions betw, n a service
deliverer and a client's particular area of deficiency, be that a
matter of poor mathematical skills, socially unacceptable behav-
ior, or a lack of knowledge of history (Pekarsky, 1982).

One of the major consequences of an orientation that leads
to the creation of large schools has been an increasing focus on
effective service delivery rather than on successful learning. In
other words, the task has become provision of instruction rather
than the effective educating of students. Moreover, this organiza-
tional tendency is now being buttressed by a burgeoning pro-
ICssional literature that focuses on the norms of good practice
rather than on success with individual students. The sights have
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shifted. True, sound practice is not unrelated to what has been
found successful but statistically successful, not necessarily suc-
cessful for all groups, let alone for all individuals. The sound
practice approach has permitted us to judge schools and teachers
not on the basis of their success but on the less demanding basis
of whether they were doing what sound practice recommends.
It has also suggested that professionals in education define suc-
cessful teaching, because it demands specialized knowledge to
do so.

There have been good reasons for such developments. As
more youngsters have presented difficult challenges, and as
changing circumstances have added obstacles to education, it
has seemed that all we can reasonably expect is sound practice.
But it appears that the limits of public tolerance and understand-
ing have been exceeded (perhaps, for instance by such extremes
as Benjamin Franklin High School in New York, which, before
it was closed down by then-Chancellor Anthony Alvarado, was
graduating only 7% of its students). Neither individuals nor
the public at large seem willing any longer to accept the sound
practice defense nor to let the definition of success remain with
the professionals. This is an important part of the present preoc-
cupation with accountability. Critics arc insisting that schools
shift their mission to that of engaging in practices that succeed
in virtually all cases, and that succeed in ways students, parents,
and the larger public identify with schools.

Accountability to the educational hierarchy to one's su-
perordinates within the school's organization (for they, after all,
arc better judges than the public of what constitutes sound prac-
tice) will probably also be abandoned with the shift away from the
"sound practice" orientation. Complaints from outside have
tended to be passed up the school's hierarchical ladder, and ac-
countabilio has been diffused and obfuscated in their treatment.
A focus on success demands a more direct form of accounting
to the public and a clearer view of just where responsibility lies.
It is likely to change the bureaucratic practice of associating
ultimate responsibility with a single figure at the top of the hierar-
chy to one addressing much more responsibility to the individuals
most immediately concerned.

'
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Many of the current calls for restructuring address this
shift of the mission of schools from correct to successful prac-
tice. The ramifications of such a shift are hard to overestimate.
The difference between a call for restructuring and a call for
reform hinges on an assumption about how fundamental and
pervasive the needed change will prove. The assumption in this
case is that we urgently need a fundamental reconstruing of what
schools are for. Beyond that, however, proposers differ as to
just how they would restructure. The dominant trend of the last
five to ten years has been a sharp increase in the state role in
education. This began to occur in the late 1970s, largely through
the imposition of state competency tests to determine students'
eligibility to graduate, and in some cases even to be promoted
to the next grade. The effort has been stepped up during the
1980s. with curricular mandates and course-content specifica-
tion, in addition to more tests. There are those who maintain
that the right combinations and proportions of state and local
inputs can eventually correct today's imbalances in the control
of schools, and that such correctives will suffice. Others, how-
ever, are convinced that nothing short of real restructuring will do.

How would our major proposals for restructuring educa-
tional governance respond to the question of' the mission of
schools? Some site-management proposals seek to involve peo-
ple outside the school in its governance, whereas others do not.
To the extent that a site-management arrangement fails to assign
major roles to community figures other than parents, it would
appear to be reflecting a private benefits view of education, con-
struing what schools offer primarily as an entitlement and ad-
vantage for the individual rather than as a matter of' public in-
terest. Although the monitoring of particular outcomes can help
assure the fulfillment of larger purposes (those of the local and
national communities), the emphasis seems to be on the pur-
poses of the school's immediate constituents. Whether particular
site-management arrangements reflect the democratic aspects
associated with shared decision making, or whether authority re-
mains essentially in the hands of the principal, the "subsidiarity"
principle is presupposed that is, the conviction that decisions
are best reached at the level closest to their implementation. The
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interests most strongly voiced at that level are likely to be the
immediate and personal concerns of the participants.

It seems reasonable to suppose, then, that the upshot of
site-management arrangements with respect to the mission of
schools would be schools more attuned to the particular charac-
teristics or their studentsto their educational needs and aspira-
tions, and perhaps to their interests. Such schools ought to
display a good deal of flexibility as compared with schools where
districtwide regulations and procedures affect large numbers of
students, many of whom may differ in important ways from the
population of any particular school. Depending on the match
between the principal and the parent community and how the
principal is appointed site management could also mean closer
alignment between the particular ethnic orientation of parents
and the values reflected in the school. This would mean an in-
crease of what is often called school "responsiveness," because
the institution would be free to adapt to the orientations of par-
ticular groups. The result could be a distinctive ethnic flavor
for the mission and general style that many schools reflect.

Irrespective of the extent to which a particular site-man-
agement arrangement divides authority among professional
educators and between educators and parents, the increased con-
tact implicit in the arrangement may alter their relationships.
The social distance may narrow between educators as profes-
sionals and employees of the bureaucracy, and parents as "lay-
persons." The partnership aspects of the parent-educator
connection and the home-school link may well loom larger. The
arrangement should make both parents and educators more prone
to see themselves as engaged in a shared enterprise directed
toward common purposes. Thus, a greater sense of mutuality
seems possible. Under such circumstances, the bureaucratic
tendency to depersonalize service delivery should recede and
the personal dimensions of education's mission should expand.
The school might well become more flexible in its willingness
to respond differently to individuals and their differing needs.

But although site management can conduce to all the
tendencies we have just named, it need not do so. It is also plausi-
ble that the adoption of site management would change very
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little in any of these regards. If the school advisory council
remains advisory only, and its discussions trivial or perfunc-
tory, it is possible that the impact of site management would
not extend much further than the internal shift of authority
within the district's hierarchy. If the school advisory council
has decision-making power, the likelihood of such tendencies as
a sense of partnership and mutuality and of increased personaliz-
ing and flexibility on the part of the school would certainly be
strengthened. If the council does not have such power, however,
such tendencies are far less assured. It is even possible that a
strong, decision-making school advisory council with a bureau-
cratic orientation might keep its powers strictly within the council
and that the empowerment given the school would extend no
further than these representatives.

It is conceivable that depending upon the extent and the
adequacy of the monitoring of outcomes, site-management ar-
rangements could neglect the interests of the public the wider
community. Our century-long tendencies toward standardiza-
tion and program uniformity could give way to a problematic
range of program diversity, bringing difficulties of coordination.
What would assure that students moving from junior to senior
high school were prepared to do so? Or that senior high school
would not prove largely redundant? Or that a student could
move from one school to another without considerable loss or
repetition? Such challenges address the possibility that a system
we now perceive as overly centralized and homogenized could
become so much less so that it posed opposite problems of
fragmentation and disarray. That is possible, although the many
other factors also functioning to assure educational uniformity
might well suffice to maintain strong likenesses between schools.
These r tctors include such things as the wide use of particular
textbooks and other materials, the similarity of teacher prepara-
tion nationwide, and the common elements in collective bargain-
ing agreements.

There is an additional challenge, posed early in the history
of the site-management idea by one of its formulators: "The key
question in community responsiveness is whether the tyranny
of the majority at a single school site would produce better public
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policy than the tyranny of the majority in an entire district"
(Pierce, 1977, p. 17). There are two noteworthy features of the
way in which the author, Lawrence Pierce, frames the challenge:
The first is the assumption of the tyranny of the majority,
whether its jurisdiction be the school or the district. Any collec-
tive enterprise may prove unavoidably tyrannical in relation to
dissidents. But the right of a minority to register effective dis-
agreement, or to pursue its own course, is far more restricted
under the arrangements by which we organize school than is
the case in many other pursuits for example, religion, leisure
activities, the selection of assorted professional expertise (med-
ical, legal, and so on). Most Americans are not currently free
to pursue their own school preferences.

A second feature of Pierce's challenge is the attention it
calls to our political tradition's assumption that a larger deci-
sion base a state instead of a district, the nation instead of a
state may yield wiser decisions, or at least decisions where the
interests of minorities have a better chance at representation
and inclusion. Civil rights protests of the 1960s denied this
assumption and demanded community control of' schools, and
the public school's continuing failure to meet the needs of par-
ticular groups continues to fuel the idea that if the disadvan-
taged could control their own programs, the programs would
adapt better and more successfully to what is needed.

Professor Pierce's response to the "tyranny" challenge was
to combine the idea of site management with the opportunity
to choose one's school. Thus, if a family did not share or ap-
prove of the orientation of the neighborhood school, they could
select another. Such a solution makes sense: Schools permitted
to develop their own vision of education would surely differ more
than schools can now, when they are subject to constant pressures
toward uniformity. When differences between schools, and a
particular school's resulting orientation, become so plainly logi-
cally arbitrary the consequence of schools' choosing between
several strains of professional opinion regarding educational
means and ends then it seems only fair that a student needing,
or a family preferring, a particular strain be free to seek it.

This does not mean that schools free enough to differ
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would necessarily prove any more arbitrary than centrally con-
trolled schools: The extent to which educational science supports
an array of different and even contradictory practice and the
extent to which education is permanently value-based means
that any school's practice must be to a large degree logically ar-
bitrary.

Does this mean that the schools emerging from the site-
management arrangement will be idiosyncratic? Possibly, to
some extent. Experience to date suggests that they would cer-
tainly differ as to their organization and structure, and quite
probably in their programs as well (McPike, 1987). It is cer-
tainly conceivable, for example, that a neighborhood where a
number of thespians live might want the school's mission to
feature the performing arts, or that a community of professors
might want the mission to emphasize the cultivation of intellec-
tual prowess, or that a disadvantaged community might want
a mission offering an emphasis on careers and assurances of
employability. But, proponents of site management assert, such
schools will be no less logically arbitrary than are present school
orientations and practices, a great many of which enjoy no
more and sometimes less community support than the alter-
natives they exclude.

This leads to the second major proposal for restructur-
ing schools, the schools of choice concept. As the paragraphs
immediately above have suggested, some see the idea of choice
as a necessary concomitant of the site-management arrangement.
For others, it is the choice feature itself that is the more signif-
icant one, with school governance of lesser import.

What might be the effects of choice on the conception of
the school's mission? It seems reasonable to anticipate tenden-
cies similar to those we attributed to site management, but
perhaps more assured and pronounced. One major difference
between these two strategies is that site management is developed
within schools whose teachers are assigned to them. It involves
no shifts in personnel and thus no new constellations of in-
dividuals. It is therefore fair to expect a range of educational
persuasions and orientations among the staff of site-managed
schools. Schools of choice, on the other hand, more typically
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involve teachers who have chosen to be there (Raywid, 1982).
They are likely by virtue of this to be a considerably more like-
minded and coherent group. When a school's constituents have
explicitly chosen to be associated with it, agreement can be ex-
pected on at least one aspect of the school that all have found
of major significance. Depending on the kind of distinctiveness
and identity it has built for itself, a school of choice may enjoy
extensive "mission coherence," or agreement on values among
the groups associated with it, staff as well as parents and students.
That means there may be substantially more unanimity with
respect to mission than is common in public education. This
could create more differences from school to school. It would
also be more conducive to producing the benefits that effective
schools research and inquiries into private schools have linked
to high levels of mission coherence.

Another probability related to a school's mission is that
a school of choice will be even more likely than a site-manage-
ment school to respond to individual students and parents. The
fact that the school is chosen alters the relationship between
chooser and chosen in ways that school governance changes may
not accomplish. It stands to reason that a balancing of statuses
and power differences and a resulting mutuality are more likely
to arise in a relation to which neither of the parties involved
is simply assigned or remains captive. A likely consequence is
added emphasis on responding adequately to all individuals,
rather than focusing on the average or the majority. (It must
be recognized, however, that such a benefit can be anticipated
only in a system providing enough attractive schools of choice
to go around. In those locales where magnet schools have hun-
dreds or even thousands of applicants for each opening, reports
suggest that indifference and lack of responsiveness can be even
higher in magnet schools than in the schools the magnets re-.
placed!)

In sum, the "choice" arrangement is likely to bring an inten-
sification of a school's private benefits orientation. Interests
associated with the public good would need to be maintained
either by input controls and monitoring, as under present arrange-
ments, or by accountability for outcomes as in site management.

1
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Since input controls inevitably restrict freedom and undermine
program distinctiveness, accountability for outcomes is also the
more compatible arrangement for schools of choice.

Rules and Procedures That Define
the School's Social Order

According to some, a great many of education's difficulties
arc traceable fairly directly to matters rarely discussed and often
unrecognized. They pertain to fundamental beliefs and com-
mitments and basic understandings of the way things work,
which arc so deeply ingrained as to be taken for granted, rarely
discussed, and virtually never questioned. They give rise to rules
and standard operating procedures that constitute the culture
of a school and yield its social order. School culture is, of course,
far broader than rules and procedures. It consists of norms and
beliefs about students, about the world, and about life and its
purpose. I refer here only to that part of this broad ideological
system that gives rise to those rules of behavior, both written
and unwritten, that control the interactions of school partici-
pants. In most contemporary schools, bureaucracy is believed
to be the only plausible, viable form of social organization. At
levels of belief too fundamental to be challenged, many of those
in schools have accepted the idea that there must be differential
status and authority assignments, fixed roles, clearly divided
responsibilities, clearly demarcated measures of accountability,
and written rules. Irrespective of how they may complain, and
even of the explicit attacks on bureaucracy of the past several
decades, large numbers of people who work in schools apparently
continue to assume its superiority to other ways of organizing
large-scale enterprises. Many accept the inevitability of bureau-
cratic dominance in any modern society (Clark, 1987).

Such beliefs, and the patterns of interaction between peo-
ple that they produce, help yield a school's social order. This
social order determines the way in which its participants behave
in school, and this, in turn, generates the school's climate. There
is good reason to be concerned with such matters. A widening
range of research suggests that these beliefs determine how those
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associated with a school react to and feel about it, and that this
in turn determines the importance they will assign school in their
lives and the kind and amount of effort they will devote to it.
This seems to be true of staff as well as of students, and it seems
to go a long way toward defining the difference between a good
and a poor school (Good lad, 1984).

Within the school, bureaucratic assumptions have led to
a strong tendency to generate formal rules, to the point in many
schools where students at the beginning of the year receive long
lists of rules to be followed in each of their classes and extra-
curricular activities. The need for and appropriateness of such
rules as the best way to have things run smoothly and avoid
chaos, is simply assumed. The need to have bosses who corn
mand, oversee, and enforce the work of teachers is similarly
assumed. The !,eparation of workers, which is fostered by bu-
reaucratic orgmlization, is not only accepted but reinforced in
the school: The work is so organized and apportioned among
the staff as to discourage if not entirely preclude collaboration.
It is pursued in isolation from colleagues, "behind the classroom
door" (Good lad and others, 1974; Lortie, 1975).

In what ways would the two major restructuring proposals
for schools revise this social order? Would the site-management
arrangement alter it in any substantial way? Would the choice
arrangement modify it? The answer in each case probably turns
in significant measure on one key question regarding gover-
nance. In site-management arrangements where the authority
that was shifted to the principal remained with the principal and
was not shared with the school advisory council, there may be
only minimal change in other regards as well. In schools of choice
where the top-down control pattern remained undisturbed, other
changes might also prove minimal. But assuming site-manage-
ment and choice arrangements which actually dispersed author-
ity, what changes in a school's social order might be anticipated?

Site management is a less sure source of such change than
the choice arrangement. One reason for this is that even if the
school advisory council members arc empowered as decision
makers under site management, changes for other members of
the staff and other parents may prove minimal. Site management

I
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is a plan that directly affects only the representatives of teacher
and parent groups, and then only in their policymaking roles;
even the teacher representative's role may remain unchanged
in the classroom. And other teachers may not be empowered
at all. Site management is primarily a governance arrangement.
It is not clear that changes in formal governance alone would
serve as a sufficient catalyst for broader changes although of
course they would if teacher influence in the decision making
council yielded policies specifying functions or changing key pro-
cedures (for example, establishing team teaching).

But there is little reason to believe that the switch to a
representative government in schools will be accompanied by
extensive changes in the school's social order. It would, of course,
change the relationship to the school of the parent members of
the decision-making body. But as school boards have proven,
that arrangement certainly need not disturb the bureaucratic
orientation of schools. Thus, we conclude that site management
may, but need not, lead to broader changes in the social order
of a school. Its institution may set the stage for further changes,
but there is nothing in the machinery it establishes or the dynam-
ics it sets in motion that makes it a probable catalyst of broad
change of the social order within a school.

The choice arrangement, by contrast, is likely to assure
broader social-order changes and to affect and empower a wider
group. The new authority transferred to a school of choice is
made necessary by the charge given the school to establish a
distinctive program with a unique identity. This entails giving
program planners responsibility and authority to create and carry
out their own vision of schooling. The full teaching staff must
be involved in such planning if novelty or uniqueness is to be
pervasive and manifested throughout the school, and not just
in supplementary classes and activities. It is this kind of involve-
ment in planning that is thought to account for reports by
teachers in schools of choice that their work is more professional
in nature than was the case in their previous assignments. The
program-planning obligation places a premium on reflection
and on collective reflection as teachers seek to evolve a mis-
sion for their school, work out curriculum decisions, and devise
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learning activities. Because their charge is to mount a distinc-
tive program, they cannot simply pursue existing course syllabi
or follow the leadership of authors of textbooks. The situation
places teachers in new and novel roles in relation to their work:
Instead of being cast as ,:onsumers of curriculum designs and
materials, they must function as developers of them. This means
that creativity is expected of teachers rather than conformity.

In the course of the sorts of experiences just suggested,
the isolation typical of teachers in most schools will probably
be altered substantially. Teachers will have to be involved with
colleagues in such tasks as the design of the schools mission,
and collaboration may become as necessary a part of a teacher's
role as independence and self-sufficiency have proved to date.

There is another fundamental regard in which choice is
likely to transform teaching and simultaneously alter the social
order of the school. Today's public schools are, in Tonnies's
classic term, Gesellschaft institutions (1957). They exist, that is,
by formal agreement to perform certain specified functions.
Governments, post offices, department stores represent such in-
stitutions. By no stretch of the imagination do they and their
clientele constitute real communities. Gemeinschaft institutions,
on the other hand, are communities. They consist of people
bound together by sentiments, shared beliefs and commitments,
and feelings of kinship to one another. Gesellschaft institutions
are marked by secondary associations (Cooley, 1962), that is,
relationships restricted to the single purpose and function that
has brought two human beings together. A customer and a
supermarket cashier share a secondary association, as ordinarily
do a lawyer and client, and in most high schools, a teacher and
a student. A teacher is a mathematics or an English teacher and
has no concern or responsibility for a student's performance in
other classes or share in the individual's personal life. Primary
associations, on the other hand, arc typical of Gemeinschaft in-
stitutions. These are relationships marked by a range of interest
and concern, such that the whole lives of participants, past, pres-
ent, and future, arc prospectively relevant and germane to the
relationship.

It seems that the choice arrangement tends to make schools
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into Gemeinschaft institutions and to make relationships there into
primary associations. Such a tendency has been noted by a
number of observers (Erickson and others, 1982). It seems to
arise from several sources. First, the commonality reflected in
the choice provides the foundation upon which a Gemeinschaft
can rise and sometimes it reflects one that is already present
(Coleman and Hoffer, 1987; Salganik and Karweit, 1982).

Second, there seems to be a strong tendency in schools
of choice to pursue broad educational aims that address the full
intellectual and character development of students. Such schools
are concerned with intellectual growth as well as with academic
achievement. They tend also to be concerned with the sort of
human being that is'evolving with personality as well as with
character, and with tastes and proclivities as well as with knowl-
edge and ideas (Grant, 1981). Such concerns require primary
associations between students and teachers, and these in turn
generate Gemeinschaft.

Third, there is a tendency in schools of choice to change
the bureaucratic pattern of formally defined and specified roles.
Role definitions in many such schools tend to be much more
flexible. In a bureaucratic social order, role stability is a fun-
damental value. Roles may proliferate as new expertise and
specialization warrants. Otherwise, however, the stability and
endurance of role definitions contribute substantially to the
dependability and stability of the organization. Their resistance
to change is seen as a major virtue of bureaucratic organiza-
tions. Role maintenance is thus a primary value. The parallel
value in schools of choice, however, is typically just the oppo-
site: Role flexibility is a positive value, because of its capacity
to increase adaptation and hence responsiveness (Raywid,
1980).

It appears then that choice has considerable potential for
changing a number of aspects of a school's social order (Raywid,
1982). At least under some conditions, it leads to extensive
change in the kinds of relationships that characterize a school
and in the norms governing school behavior. A brief word may
be helpful about the machinery for increasing the likelihood of
such changes in schools of choice. First there must be the op-
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portunity to choose a school, which in turn presumes a broad
enough array of schools so that choosers can find one that ap-
peals. The opportunity for teachers to choose seems to be at
least as important as for students and their families (Raywid,
1982). If teachers are charged with designing a unique and
distinctive program, they must be given the authority necessary
to do so, that is, the specific authorization to set aside curricular
and other mandates received from outside the school, and to
devise alternative accountability measures. Arrangements con-
ducing to teacher collaboration are needed, including shared
instead of individual responsibilities and common time periods
regularly set aside for collaborative work. (Such arrangements
sometimes include team teaching, out-of-classroom assignments
for students to free teacher time for work with colleagues, pe-
riodic staff retreats, shared summer workshops and work sched-
ules, and so on.)

Obviously, the kind of social order ensuing from these
arrangements would depart significantly from that of most
schools. This is not guaranteed, however, because the progres-
sion just sketched is riot inexorable: School districts sometimes
adopt a choice plan and fail to initiate the conditions necessary
to its successful realization. Unfortunately, the history of educa-
tional reform is full of such partial implementations, leading
to what John Goodlad has called "non-events" in lieu of the im-
provements sought (1983). Nevertheless, for those interested in
changing the social order of schools, there is a distinct advan-
tage in an arrangement whose natural unfolding might accom-
plish that if not blocked.

Choice may call for different kinds of teachers, differently
prepared. It will obviously place a greater premium on different
personal attributes than do present school roles. Different qual-
ities would be needed and different competencies would have
to be developed. Training in cooperative work would be impor-
tant, for instance, along with negotiating skills and other strat-
egies of group endeavor. Additionally, teachers need more
knowledge of their teaching fields to be curriculum designers,
than if required only to carry out a curriculum assembled by
someone else (Raywid, 1986b; Tariveer and Nawaz, 1979).

1
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The Roles of the Players

One of the major criticisms often directed at schools is
that they have divided up tasks and functions in ways that are
counterproductive. As the previous section sought to suggest,
most contemporary large-scale organizations organize and parcel
out functions in predictable ways. The direction and coordina-
tion of the enterprise are masterminded from the top, and the
lower one's position in the pyramid-shaped hierarchy, the nar-
rower the range of function and the fewer the discretionary deci-
sions to be made. Tasks, and the roles of those who perform
them, are well defined and delineated, and one worker is likely
to be stepping on another's toes by assuming other functions
and responsibilities, or even by understanding or knowing how
to perform them!

Ultimately, the principle employed to divide up the en-
tire task and to assign responsibility for the separate parts is
the logical divisibility of the total product or service. How to
divide up a complex task is fairy clear in product manufactu:e
where the parts of the product are the ultimate components.
Thus, the production of each part assigned to a particular set
of workers for example, production of an automobile divides
workers into groups by major components: chassis, body, and
interior. Each specialist adds just one clement in a precise se-
quence for example, engine, door, or scatcover. The analogy
is a hit harder to identify, however, in organizations established
to provide a service rather than manufacture a product. Ser-
vice organizations typically divide up tasks in terms of the knowl-
edge base that undergirds each funtion and so we get history
teachers as distinct from music teachers, and counselors and
administrators as distinct from teachers. Professional knowledge
keeps expanding, and with it the tendency to further divide and
thereby delimit the tasks and functions of individuals.

The results of these role-defining tendencies of large-scale
organizations in schools have been the object of much criticism.
They are also what prompts a number of critics who demand
the restructuring of school organizations. Some people are con-
vinced that the ceaseless multiplying of specialties and experts
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is serving steadily to de-skill classroom teachers, leaving them
in shrinking and diminishing roles, with less and less knowledge
of the total enterprise of schooling (Cronin, 1988). Others stress
that narrow role definitions serve to alienate workers in the
school the staff as well as the students for whom they are
responsible (Cox and Wood, 1980). Some are convinced that
today's further tightening of the top-down control arrangements
always present in large organizations is impeding the teacher's
task and alienating teachers from their work (Darling-Hammond
and Wise, 1983). Others focus on the financial consequences,
charging that a disproportionate amount of school funds is go-
ing to the "superstructure " particularly to the administrators
necessary to coordinate school organizationsand that corre-
spondingly few resources remain to be concentrated on instruc-
tion (Nathan, 1983). It is also alleged that the way we have
divided up the services to be pet Formed in schools is fundamen-
tally ill-suited to the clients to be served that the division of
instructional areas into disciplines taught by different teachers
makes for a situation in which students remain unknown by their
teachers, just as the subjects taught by their colleagues remain
unknown to teachers (Sizer, 1984). The division between coun-
seling and teaching, for example, in effect deprives youngsters
of contextual adult counsel and guidance. The division between
disciplinary and teaching functions undermines the teacher's
ability to maintain control in the classroom. And programs
designed to have specialists deal with particular groups narrows
still further the range of students the classroom teacher handles,
and eventually the skills and general competence of that teacher.

Several of these cases are worth examining in more detail
for what they seem to recommend for redividing tasks and func-
tions in a school, and hence for redesigning roles. Consider first
the alleged impacts of current role divisions on students. It is
charged that the division of instruction into separate disciplines
taught by different teachers creates a situation in which the daily
experience of students is so fragmented that it denies a sense
of meaningfulness to what is taught and at the same time makes
it impossible for students to be known as individuals to teachers
(Sizer, 1984). Thus. the allocation of tasks according to expertise
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in different subjects is thought to undermine the effectiveness
of instruction as well as to deny youngsters the psychological
support they need.

Also, negative effects on teachers are attributed to the role
definitions typical of public schools. The sociology of work iden-
tifies the narrowing of worker function with a loss of meaning-
fulness and attendant loss of psychic reward for employment.
As Peter Drucker put it, "The quickest way to quench motiva-
tion is not to allow people to do what they have been trained
to do" (Hall, 1982, p. 64). According to some analysts, this par-
ticular feature of school organization is largely responsible for
the "burnout" phenomenon that received so much attention
several years ago. As tasks are more narrowly and rigidly de-
fined, workers became less able to influence their own working
conditions, to perceive the outcomes or impacts of their efforts,
or to engage in tasks they can find meaningful. Thus, at least
for some, current role definitions in schools teiV to decrease
teacher task engagement and job satisfaction (Louis and others,
1988).

It is thus not surprising that some find present role alloca-
tions to contribute to school ineffectiveness. By producing debil-
itating psychological effects on both sets of key figures, teachers
and students, present task divisons are said to undermine school
productivity. But the toll is alleged to be particularly heavy with
respect to education's ultimate goals, which are broad or general
in nature. As tasks are defined in increasingly narrow and ex-
plicit terms, it becomes more difficult to assign responsibility
for the development of such traits as good character, civic respon-
sibility, sound judgment, and critical intelligence. And estranged
workers are not likely to assert themselves (which might be seen
as overstepping their bounds) by assuming unassigned respon-
sibilities.

Such charges lend added Ibrce to the suggestion that the
way in which tasks are distributed in schools needs reexamina-
tion. At present the distribution is epistemologically rooted.
Organizational practice in schools predicates assignments on
knowledge bases, with an expanded knowledge base yielding
(or justifying) new specializations. But if the consequence of this

Vig
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is fragmentation and ineffectiveness, what might be done in-
stead? How ought we to apportion tasks?

One possibility is to weaken the connection now linking
knowledge bases to organizational specialization, acknowledg-
ing that the requisites of effective delivery of education differ
sufficiently from the requisites of scholarly expertise that the latter
should not dictate the former no matter how extensive a knowl-
edge base becomes. Heretical as this appears, there is much
to be said for it. For example, despite present demands for in-
creasing teacher expertise in the subjects they teach, it is well
known that particularly in the disciplines representing cumula-
tive knowledge (mathematics and the sciences), teachers simp-
ly cannot use their advanced knowledge in their classooms. It
is also well known that the individual best versed in a subject
may not be its best teacher, and that the administrator best vers-
ed in the sociology of organizations may not be the school's most
effective leader.

Without arguing whether teaching or administering is an
art or a science, we might at least ask whether those who organize
roles in schools have identified the proper knowledge base for
rol-: allocations. It could be, for instance, that the proper base
might be new combinations amalgamating knowledge, for in-
stance, about a particular student age group (for example, young
adolescents) plus a broad teaching area (for example, U.S.
history and literature) plus relevant school organization and struc-
ture (for example, middle schools and junior highs). Whether
or not this particular combination seems felicitous, it may well
be advantageous to reexplore, without continuing just to make
assumptions about, the nature of what really constitutes special-
ized knowledge for educators. Particularly as discussion pro-
ceeds on how to strengthen the preparation of teachers, it may
be important to challenge the traditional notion that they need
extensive work within a discipline, plus some acquaintance with
pedagogy. Perhaps a more fundamental restructuring is in order.

It is clear that addressing extant criticisms would entail
fundamental and far-reaching reorganization of schools. It could
yield very different substructures and alignments of responsibil-
ities. It might prove beneficial to redecide how best to divide
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up educational tasks. Perhaps we would not base student group-
ings on age and ability levels but would divide students into
different sorts of groups. Perhaps we would not use the Carnegie
unit system or if retained for students, it might not be so for
teachers, or vice versa. Possibly one, two, or three teachers would
remain with a student group all day.

In any event, it appears that the way functions need to
be distributed may not accord with the logical divisions of prod-
uct manufacture or service delivery at all, and therefore that
schools are, indeed, now allocating tasks in ways that impede
instead of assuring the realization of their own goals. But short
of such fundamental rebuilding of the school as an organiza-
tion, what role changes for teachers might be anticipated in the
wake of the two restructuring proposals now being urged? Would
site management or choice bring substantial related changes?

Site management would expand the roles of those teachers
involved in the school advisory council to include policymaking
(or policy advisement) functions. The roles of other teachers need
not be modified by the arrangement but could he in two kinds
of ways. First, school advisory councils often seek to involve
others by establishing task forces and other groups to study and
recommend action to the council and/or react to council ques-
tions and proposals (McPike, 1987). Teacher roles in a site-
managed school might be expanded to the extent of teacher in-
volvement in such groups. It is also possible, of course, that
school advisory councils might adopt specific policies changing
teacher responsibilities and functions. As Clune and White con-
cluded from their survey of site-management schools and districts
(1987. p. 32), the arrangement introduced greater flexibility and
more opportunity, but the particular use made of these var-
ied considerably. Some school advisory councils embarked on
changes sufficiently pervasive in their effects to transform the
work of all of the teachers within the school; in other cases, the
school advisory council undertook ventures that made the council
a specific supplementary project in the school rather than an
ongoing force for change in the way the school operates (Hill,
n.d.). Thus, it is possible that the school advisory council might
not change the classroom operation even of its teacher members,
depending on the ventures it undertakes.
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It is certainly plausible to believe that the added influence
of parents might lead to policies modifying current role alloca-
tions within the school, particularly role allocations between
parents and school staff but then again, it might not. As sug-
gested throughout, a great deal of the potential for change
because of site management hinges upon the extent to which
the school advisory council is actually given power. If it remains
advisory only and without power, little may change, and in fact
disappointments may generate negative feelings on the part of
parents. But, as we have also tried to suggest. even if the advisory
council has power, there is little in site management that pro-
vides an automatic catalyst for change in elements other than
the council itself.

By contrast, choice does seem to be conducive to change
in the several parts of a school's organizational structure. The
need to jointly construct a school mission changes teacher work
patterns from solitary to collaborative. The likelihood that un-
successful students will leave the school by choice provides an
incentive to construe a school mission that effectively serves all
those enrolled. The choice feature helps generate Gemeinschqft.
With respect to the effects of choice on teachers' roles, the evi-
dence suggests that staff in schools of choice are likely to assume
more extended roles than those assigned them in other schools
(Anglin, 1979: Raywid, 1980). This often occurs by necessity,
since many schools of choice are so small they lack the specialized
personnel to offer particular services. But sometimes it happens
for other reasons, as youngsters come to know and trust teachers
as individuals and teachers become more aware of the traits and
backgrounds of their students. It appears that t.hoice is likely
to usher in conditions and establish dynamics that change teach-
ers' roles considerably. The result is staff roles far broader than
in other schools. Teachers come to function less as subject-matter
experts and more as experts in students.

It might also be noted that the heightened job satisfac-
6on of teachers in schGols of choice. and the stronger identifi-
cation by teachers with their schools as a result, also produces
a willingness to take on added functions and to assume respon-
sibilities well beyond those of teachers in other schools (Ravwid,
1982: 1986a). This yields another impetus to the role extension
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commonly seen in schools of choice. It may be that site manage-
mer . will generate comparable benefits to morale. Surely the
early reports from Hammond, Indiana, and Dade County,
Florida, might so suggest. To date, however, the evidence on
this score is mixed and includes reports of teacher concern about
increased time demands and effort (Chapman and Boyd, 1986;
Clune and White, 1987; Hill, n.d.; Obermeyer, 1987).

It might also be noted that student roles, too, are likely
to be expanded in schools of choice. It is not uncommon for
students to teach courses, or units within courses, and in other
ways to reflect a strong sense of responsibility in relation to the
school. Parents and other community members also assume
broader and more varied roles in schools of choice (Blank and
others, 1983). In many schools they have assumed instructional
functions, serving as teachers, mentors, coaches, and aides.

Governance

Current criticism of schools has come increasingly to be
directed at the way schools are governed. Indeed, as stated by
many, the demand for restructuring is precisely a demand for
new governance arrangements and machinery. The dissatisfac-
tion seems to attach largely to several features, of which the most
frequent target is perhaps centralization.

For almost a century, a steady trend has shifted educa-
tional control farther and farther from the classroom, its final
point of application. With the adoption by schools of large-scale
bureaucratic organizational practices came the rationale for con-
trolling the teacher's work and, to the extent possible, for plac-
ing the most important decisions for the classroom in the hands
of administrators (Valiance, 1973-1974). That same organiza-
tional structure also served as a steady drain on the prerogatives
of building administrators such as principals, as central adminis-
trators in district offices exercised more and more control.

In some states, there has long been a tendency to central-
ize school governance still further, assigning the county or the
state a dominant role. The excellence movement has intensified
this tendency and significantly increased the school control ex-
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erted at the state level. State control is now exercised through
a combination of such measures as curricular mandates with
specified course syllabi and standardized state-administered
testing programs. In this way, legislatures and state education
departments have sought to control and monitor classroom in-
puts, processes, and outcomes. It is not surprising, then, that
the sharply tightened controls of the past five to eight years are
now yielding complaints that schools are overregulated and
burdened with stultifying homogenization. The results, some
charge, have been to impede the success of teachers and to drive
the best ones out of classrooms altogether. Many hold that pres-
ent school governance does not sufficiently allow for the discre-
tionary power that teachers need to teach effectively. Thus, some
claim, school governance arrangements block the use and ap-
plication of the teacher's expertise and preclude conditions req-
uisite for professional performance.

Another effect of current governance arrangements has
been the increasing insulation of the school from public con-
trol, with more and more decisions made by those operating
the system. As one pair of analysts put it, school control was
"wrested from the people" (Zeigler, Tucker, and Wilson, 1977).
Their explanation, and that of others, for this is that direct parent
influence has been effectively blocked and walled out. Even the
indirect influence parents might exert through boards of educa-
tion has allegedly been blunted by a shift in board functions.
Such boards, it is charged, often deal extensively with matters
of much less import than those they ignore. And many board
members construe their function as representing the schools to
the public, rather than as representing the public to school
authorities in the formulation of school policy (Zeigler, Tucker,
and Wilson, 1977). Accountability to the public has thus been
deflected as school employees that is, teachers have been held
accountable primarily to their superordinates that is, depart-
ment chairs and principals rather than to the parents or public
that have complaints to voice or expectations to express.

In concert with these tendencies, there has been another:
a trend toward confusing value issues with matters of technical
knowledge, such that the public's prerogatives have been usurped
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by educational professionals with respect to the values to be
served in schools and the priorities to be observed among them.
This tendency, identified as the "hyperrationalization" (Wise,
1979) of school practice, has placed professionals in charge of
many decisions that would earlier have been identified as clearly
issues for public resolution. It has been marked as well by a
temptation to overextend evidence and to mandate practices that
are logically arbitrary in that they enjoy no more empirical sup-
port than do alternative practices.

A final challenge of a different sort has been raised by
those who maintain that the incentive structure built into the
present organization of school governance is fundamentally
flawed. It is claimed that teachers have nowhere to go in their
careers and that the only means to increased responsibilities or
to status enhancement for them take them out of the classroom.
Moreover, collective bargaining agreements effectively deprive
them of rewards for extraordinary effort or salutary performance,
and the assignment of students to their classes by others leaves
them not only with a "captive audience" but with a group to
which they, also, are captive.

How, and to what extent, do current influential restruc-
turing proposals address such problems? It is the site-manage-
ment proposal, of course, that makes the most explicit reply to
school governance objections. Site management is immediate-
ly responsive to the challenge of overcentralized school con-
trol. It accomplishes this through decentralization, that is, by
making the school the primary unit of education and, to a
considerable extent, a self-determining unit. Authorities at
district and state levels could continue to set policy parameters
and broad guidelines presumably, for example, with respect
to equity and standards but individual schools would have ex-
tensive autonomy in terms of their goals, priorities, curricular
organization, learning activities, and general orientation.

The extent to which site management would affect the
autonomy of the school and the distribution of power in the
school arid between school and parents would depend heavily
upon (1) the way the school advisory council is constituted and
named, (2) the functions assigned it, and (3) the way in which
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the principal is named and maintained in office. A site-manage-
ment plan with minimal lay representation on the school ad-
visory council, or one in which council members are named by
and strictly advisory to the principal, has not redistributed
authority between school and community at all, although the
principal may choose to delegate some of his or her power.

Even with such minimal charge, however, one highly
significant shift occurs if site management is more than merely
nominal: More authority comes to reside at the school level and
thus the principal potentially becomes a much more powerful
figure. One must stress "potentially," however, because as long
as principals are named and continue in office at the pleasure
of district authorities, those authorities will be in a position to
make policy at the school level. Nevertheless, the principal's posi-
tion under site management will be more prominent, and the
principal will doubtless be looked upon by parents and public
as more responsible and accountable for school operation than
the sophisticated believe principals to be now. Thus, from the
standpoint of incumbents, the price of this prospective enhance-
ment of the principalship will be increased vulnerability. There
will quite probably be an increase in status for the principal
as well as in pay, according to many site-management propos-
als to match the apparently expanded responsibilities (Ingram,
1979). But whether there is also an increase in power must de-
pend upon the superintendent who chooses the principal, unless
the principal is chosen another way.

By contrast, a site-management arrangement in which the
principal was named by and responsible to an elected school
advisory council would haN e substantially modified existing
power and authority distributions. It would provide the foun-
dation for a genuine reapportioning of professional and commun-
ity control, as well as a return of substantial effective power to the
school. But it would not be all that is necessary to accomplish
these major purposes of site management. Recall that site man-
agement is ordinarily defined to mean the control of curriculum,
budget, and personnel at the school level. This does not mean
total control, of course; varying degrees of control are possible
with respect to each. But so central arc these three elements to
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school governance that unless at least some authority regarding
them is transferred to the school, it is questionable whether site
management is occurring. Yet using such a criterion, it is hard
to find many instances of site-managed schools. There is evidence
that of the three, budgetary authority is most likely to be trans-
ferred (Zander, n.d.), and curricular authority least likely
(Clune and White, 1987). The most detailed relevant study to
date concluded that over a three-year period the programs ex-
amined had progressively "shied away from involvement in deci-
sions on budgeting, curriculum, and staffing." By the end of
the study period, Claire Hill states: "Involvement in these deci-
sions was no longer seen as desirable in the majority of the proj-
ects' school districts. Most of the projects and their central office
superiors stressed school improvement, rather than using the term
management" (Hill, n.d., p. 3).

To meet the minimal definition of site-management it
would seem that a school must receive a lump sum budget to
allocate as it sees fit, even though there may be some exclusions
and limitations. Initially, for example, salaries might be excluded
from this sum and regulated at the district level. The freedom
to purchase services and supplies directly from private suppliers
is also a budgetary prerogative reasonably excluded initially,
despite the express right to allocate sums as the school sees fit.
As the site-management arrangement matured, however, instruc-
tional cost decisions might reasonably also be made at the site
level, and individual schools might be free to decide to purchase
technical assistance services, for example, from the district or
outside it.

With respect to personnel, it seems reasonable to expect
that a site-managed school would be able to control hiring at
least to the extent that a teacher who seemed a poor prospect
for its program could not be assigned to the school by the district.
As site management developed more fully, control over person-
nel decisions might also include the right to adopt differentiated
staffing and, for example, employ one teacher and three aides
rather than two teachers.

With respect to curricular control, site management might
require at a minimum the schi )ol's freedom to arrange and pack-
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age its curriculum as it wants for example, to teach subjects as
separate disciplines or as interdisciplinary offerings. Within
courses, there should be freedom to permit the school to decide,
for instance, whether history should be taught by theme or
offered as a chronology of events, as a set of recurring issues,
or as a number of different strands of development. In order
to claim curricular control, a school should also have the freedom
to supplement an externally specified set of offerings (for ex-
ample, a set dictated by required tests) with offerings impor-
tant to its immediate constituents even though not to others.

But it must be emphasized that in none of these three
crucial regards, budget, staffing, and curriculum, do studies
show site-management schools to have gained much actual
authority. Recent descriptions of some programs for exam-
ple, in Rochester, Nes, York, and Dade County, Florida
appear considerably more positive. Meanwhile, researchers note
a reluctance to modify hierarchical patterns. Yet a three-year
study of eight site-management ventures concluded that despite
the lack of change in authority patterns, the school advisory
councils in all eight districts had "significant impact" on cur-
riculum (Hill, n.d., p. 3). Yet another studya telephone survey
of thirty site-management programs found district officials
more willing to decentralize budgetary and staffing decisions
than decisions on curriculum. It also concluded that although
site management does not seem to create "a system of teacher
governance, . . . teachers experience a greater sense of being
listened to and have a greater opportunity to bring about educa-
tional improvement" (Chine and White, 1987, p. 28). If site
management seems, then, to fall short of changing school con-
trol, it does appear in some instances to have accomplished some
positive effects with respect to school improvement and reform.

The way the schools of choice idea responds to current
complaints about school governance shows both similarities with
and contrasts to that of site management. Of course choice en-
tails decentralization also, because choice requires the deliberate
diversifying of schools, which is incompatible with controlling
them centrally. Autonomy and relief from standardization are
necessary to create the unique and distinctive programs required

r
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by the choice concept. Similarly, differentiated programs tend
to make it difficult to set standard school curriculum and other
practices in motion because such programs are incompatible with
the generation of standard operating procedures for everyone.
Thus, although they do not call explicitly for site management,
advocates of choice envision programs that depend on a con-
siderable amount of autonomy for and control by schools.

They also envision some degree of control for schools over
their own personnel. By extending the opportunity for choice
to staff as well as students, they seek to ensure that prospective
teachers will be sympathetic to the schools mission and identi-
ty. But advocates of choice also urge the participation of school
staff in interviews and hiring decisions, with the power to con-
clude that a prospect is not a good candidate and should not
be offered a position in the school.

The literature on choice contains little discussion of bud-
getary control. Although there have been discussions of relative
costs, such costs have not reflected expenditures incurred by in-
dividual schools but largely expenditures taken at the district
level for schools. Thus, it has been ascertained that magnet
schools customarily require start-up funds, that magnet elemen-
tary schools often cost less to operate thereafter than other ele-
mentary schools in the district, and that magnet secondary
schools average higher per pupil costs than other district second-
ary schools (Blank and others, 1983). In other types of schools
of choice, per pupil costs are typically at or below district
averages (Raywid, 1982). But in none of these cases is budgetary
control reported to be exerted at the site level. Short of explicit
provision to that effect, such budgetary control should not be
anticipated to follow from the choice arrangement.

As far as matters of hierarchy and superordinate control
arc concerned, the choice arrangement strikes essentially the
same bargain on regulation and accountability as site manage-
ment: It obtains increased autonomy for schools in the form of
freedom from mandates and process monitoring in exchange
for accountability for outcomes. This is precisely the bargain
Governor Perpich offered Minnesota schools in his Access to
Excellence plan, which proposed ultimately to transform all of
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the state's schools into schools of choice. It is the idea that under-
lies the open enrollment plan adopted by Minnesota in 1988.
It must be noted, however, that this autonomy-for-accountability
bargain faces schools of choice with a difficulty that site-man-
agement schools do not necessarily confront. Distinctive pro-
grams may differ as to educational goals or ends, as well as with
respect to means. This suggests that they need to be appraised
in relation to what they are trying to accomplish, rather than
in relation to what other schools are trying to accomplish and
what test-designers are trying to test. Their major strengths may,
indeed, lie elsewhere than in what the tests examine, which leaves
them at a marked disadvantage in test-score comparisons.

Schools of choice offer a different, and novel, response to
the charge that schools are insulated from public and parent con-
trol. Rather than emphasizing majority or consensual decision
making at the school level, choice simply ofkrs individuals the
opportunity to find and choose the school orientation each prefers.
The arrangement in effect acknowledges that school must inevita-
bly represent an interweaving of values, preferences, am' per-
sonal orientations with technical knowledge about teaching and
learning. It also presupposes that local majority decisions may
not accord any more closely with the legitimate preferences of
individuals than do remote majority and bureaucratic decisions.
Thus, schools of choice typically leave educational decisions large-
ly in professional hands but enable families to leave a school situa-
tion they do not like in favor of another they find more compatible
and more promising for their child. It is for this reason that ad-
vocates find that choice alters the accountability structure of school
governance quite significantly: When the individual is free to
leave a school, a powerful and immediate form of accountabili-
ty has been added. Its very existence the right to go elsewhere
is believed to color relationships and practices within schools of
choice even short of its exercise (deCharms, 1977).

If the values of an educational program arc largely inex-
tricable from its technical aspects, then choice may be a more
effective way to empower parents than power shifts within the
system. It recognizes the necessary entanglement of technical
and public questions in the design of educational programs. It
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protects the professional integrity of ti'ose programs that is,
the extent to which they can be based on technical knowledge
and the professional judgments of teachers. And it also pro-
tects the interests of parents by empowering them to choose
among programs. Note that the choice arrangement does not
promise decision-making power or prerogatives within the
school. (In some schools of choice such power is extensive
indeed, some even feature joint decision making as a major
theme. But it is not an element of the choice concept, and many
schools of choice do not offer it.) Yet in different terms, choice
offers individual families more power than even direct participa-
tion in decisions would offer: Participation does not always assure
influence, but the right to place one's child in a school one has
chosen and to remove that child if sufficiently motivated to
do so carries a guarantee of personal efficacy.

Choice would not completely change the incentive struc-
ture for educators, which some governance critics are demand-
ing, but it would tend to modify it in important ways. From
the start, the opportunity to choose and be affiliated with a school
reflecting one's own professional orientation or better yet, the
opportunity to develop such a sch000l is the sort of vision that
brought many people into teaching in the first place. It accords
with the incentives research has shown to be prominent for
teachers (Rosenholtz, 1987). But at the same time, another sort
of incentive, provided by choice, should serve to heighten the
responsiveness of teachers to the public: The opportunity to
maintain a school according to one's own vision of education
is contingent upon parental acceptance and sharing of that vi-
sion. Thus, a school of choice can remain open only as long
as it continues to attract a constituency. Should it become in-
sufficiently attuned to local families, or unsuccessful in its efforts
with students, the school must be redesigned or its staff relocated
elsewhere. Thus, choice would appear to introduce new and

effective sorts of incentives.

Issues and Challenges

We can be sure that neither site management nor choice
would prove a panacea for the problems of our schools and that



Rethinking School Governance 191

both would introduce challenges and risks. We turn now to an
examination of what might prove to be the policy issues these
two school systems would need to confront.

Perhaps the first challenge is protecting the larger public
interest in schools governed primarily by the educators and
parents immediately involved (as in site management) or devised
by educators for selection by families (as in schools of choice).
Both arrangements presume that state and district guidelines
would continue to reflect the public interest and keep schools
operating within parameters outlined by public policy. But site
management explicitly seeks, and choice entails, a considerably
enlarged role in decision making for individual schools. The
critics of bureaucracy believe these decisions can be made regard-
ing currently bureaucratically imposed requirements that do not
substantially affect the public interest. Nevertheless, this would
bear watching under both site-management and choice arrange-
ments and needs to remain a concern of officials at both state
and district levels. Whether the public accountability arrange-
ments evolved to date the testing programs and data collec-
tion would serve to sufficiently protect the public's stake in
public education remains to be seen.

A second challenge is whether the interests of students
arc' sufficiently protected under site management and choice.
Although there is no reason children would not continue for-
mally to enjoy whatever legislative and judicial protections they
now possess, it is conceivable that they would not receive as much
protection in all site management and choice programs as they
do under current circumstances. One reason is that. particularly
under site management, what is sought in principle is not checks
and balances but the lodging of a preponderance of authority
with the school. Thus, the overlapping responsibilities the
checks and balanceswhich currently afford some protections,
might tend to diminish. One can also envision circumstances
and programs in which children's rights, as defined by parents
and teachers, could be systematically abrogated in a program
tending toward rigid control. One can also envision circum-
stances under which what should he educational entitlements
might be insufficiently acknowledged. Imagine. for example,
a school in which little groundwork is laid for the later develop-
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ment of higher intellectual skills that is, in this example, pro-
cesses that are crucial but detectable only at some later date,
such as the ability to compose an essay, state a hypothesis, or
translate a mathematics problem into an equation. Both par-
ticular schools of choice, as well as site-managed schools, could
be subject to this sort of ill. By and large, however, the right
of students to withdraw from a school and enroll elsewhere might
be expected to function as a strong deterrent to the tendency
of organizations to overlook the rights and desires of their clients.
Current school governance restructuralists are inclined to assume
that individuals are likely to be better guardians of their own
best interests than organizational arrangements can be.

A third area of prospective challenge pertains to whether
the integrity of technical knowledge and professional judgment
can be protected under site management and choice. Would the
participation of parents in a site-managed school, or the power
of parents in a school of choice, jeopardize whether a teacher's
established knowledge or professional discretion were permitted
to govern the situations calling for them? Or might teachers be
forced or intimidated into decisions at odds with their best judg-
ment of what is good for children? This is a matter of consider-
able and understandable concern to educators. Although there
is little systematic evidence on the question, what does exist is
reassuring in relation to such professional interests as far as
schools of choice are concerned. One of the conclusions reached
with respect to the much-studied Alum Rock choice demonstra-
tion was that power enhancement seemed to favor teachers more
than parents (Cohen and Farrar, 1977). The evidence suggests
that in schools of choice the ability of teachers to protect their
professional prerogatives might be strengthened in relation to
parents, as well as in absolute terms. At the same time, increased
parent prerogatives and satisfaction rates indicate that parent
interests are not jeopardized by the plan (Blank and others, 1983;
Raywid. 1988).

But professional educators must be concerned about other
matters as well, and a separate question must be raised about
how they might fare as wage earners under site management
and choice. Certainly under each of these arrangements, pro-

3
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tections now usually assured by contractual agreement would
need to be modified or otherwise handled. For example, the con-
tractual principle that less senior teachers should be replaced
by more senior teachers during periods of retrenchment is in-
compatible with the autonomy of site-managed schools and the
programmatic integrity of schools of choice. It is not impossi-
ble to retain such wage-earner guarantees under site manage-
ment and choice, but doing so in a fashion consistent with the
new organizational structures of these schools is a challenge that
will need attention (Yrchik, 1987).

Still another challenge lies in the risk already mentioned
that site-managed and choice schools may become marked by
the tyranny of the majority. The sorts of protections maintained
outside the school the protections extended by state and district
policy, for example, and by the courts should suffice in some
regards. In another respect, however, they cannot, and either
of these structural reforms would introduce a real antinomy.
On the one hand, research suggests with increasing force and
clarity that strong agreement on values and mission contribute
much to a school's effectiveness. The capacity to generate such
agreement is a substantial benefit provided by choice, and site
management may also be conducive to coherence. But at the
same time, genuine deference and responsiveness to all of a
school's constituents at any particular time could considerably
dilute that strong agreement. Is there a solution that can redeem
both the educational benefits and the individual rights, that
can stand at such loggerheads? Some find the solution in the
choice opportunity: a dissatisfied individual or group has the
privilege and chance to leave one school for another. But there
may be other, less extreme solutions to this problem, and it
should be viewed as a question for consideration.

A final challenge to both restructuring proposals also
deserves mention. Both the site-management and choice pro-
posals entail changes in the roles of formal leadership within
these schools. As earlier noted, a number of fresh responsibilities
are added for the principal of a site-managed school (Ingram,
1979). Such individuals need preparation more like that of pro-
spective district officials in addition to preparation for the instruc-
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tional leadership that principals in other schools are expected
to provide (Allard, 1983). The principals or directors of schools
of choice also need to be prepared fdr somewhat different func-
tions. They may be called upon to perform more often as in-
structional and as symbolic leaders than most principals seem
to do, with leadership generally becoming at least as important
as the management functions more typical of principalship in
other schools (Blank, 1986; Wolf, Walker, and Mackin, 1974).
it is possible, too, that this preparation challenge will not be
restricted to a school's leaders. Teachers in site-managed schools
and in schools of choice may need different sorts of preparation
than teachers typically receive. At a minimum, this is a ques-
tion that needs to be examined carefully.

Beyond these challenges that both site-managed schools
and schools of choice would have to confront, each of these
reforms must deal with unique challenges. The relatively scant
evidence to date suggests that site management faces particularly
severe implementation difficulties, since districts have proved
extremely reluctant to delegate authority for the decisions that
define school management that is, staffing, budgetary, and cur-
ricular decisions (Clune and White, 1987; Hill, n.d.). Ironically,
of the three, districts arc apparently least willing to delegate cur-
ricular authority (Clune and White, 1987). Short of such a
transferral, however, and newly infused authority, the term "site
management" appears to be a misnomer. This is no minor flaw:
For a restructuralist even more than for other reformers, non-
implementation risks are a major liability. It is the nonimple-
mentation of more modest reforms that makes restructuring
necessary in the first place. If neither small changes nor large
ones can be implemented, there is simply little hope to be had
for public schools.

There is a second characteristic challenge associated with
the site management proposal: that of partial or semi-implemen-
tation. Recall that the proposal has two aspects: the transfer of
increased authority to the school level and the sharing of that
authority with teachers and parents. There are pitfalls associated
with the adoption of either of these ideas without the other. Some
have questioned the importance of simply shifting authority

2. 15
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within the system. As long as superintendents name and remove
principals, it is charged, effective power has not shifted; how
significant can it be if a superintendent merely delegates par-
ticular decisions to an appointee? There are others who insist
that even such a modest change is important because it locates
decisions at the level of their application. On the other hand,
some find such a shifting of authority of potential risk to teachers.
As some have expressed it, the transfer of decentralized authority
to principals could make them dictators. Some teacher groups
have recognized the ensuring risks and speculated about whether
they are not better off with strong authority emanating from
downtown than from down the hall. Parallel concerns have been
expressed about the reduction of the site-management reform
to an exclusive focus on shared authority and decision making
within the school. Some observers are concerned that district
officials may promote such a conception of site management,
thus bypassing decentralization and failing to address the critical
governance problems that recommend this reform (Kolderie,
1988).

A third challenge is that of engaging teachers in the site-
management effort. To the extent that they are skeptical of how
genuine administrators are in their desire to change the struc-
ture of schools, teachers may be skeptical about whether the time
investment is worthwhile. According to all accounts, a signif-
icant time investment is necessary. Moreover, even for the non-
skeptical, the tasks of site management do not always appear
immediately germane to their function as teachers (Hill, n.d.,
P. 7).

Time gives rise to another challenge with which the site-
management approach to restructuring must contend. There
is widespread agreement that site management must be given
time to develop within a school, and that the changes it brings
will come slowly (McPike, 1987; Zander, n.d.). This is quite
reasonable an expectation, given what we have learned about
change and the need to transform the culture of a school before
much else can occur (Sarason, 1982). But for thos' who hold
that school reform is needed immediately, a strategy that takes
time to bear fruit has serious drawbacks.
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Finally, early research suggests that it is difficult to instill
the shared authority of site management firmly in the organiza-
tional structure of a school. One of the greatest challenges to
the eight site-management programs sponsored and studied by
the Northwest Area Foundation was getting them to be seen
in their schools as a process integral to the school's total opera-
tion, rather than as a separate project. Those associated with
the school continued to see site management as just one ven-
ture parallel to other ventures under way within the school and
not as a process that had been adopted to change school gover-
nance in general (Hill, n.d.). As an early report put it, "The big-
gest barrier of all may be largely a conceptual one. Few of the
projects have . . . succeeded in seeing school-based management
as a system by which the school is managed. Instead, it is seen
as a 'project,' something that is added on to all the other struc-
tures and activities within the school" (Olson, 1985). This chal-
lenge is not insignificant, for restructuring is intended as a funda-
mental and pervasive transformation, not as a discrete program.
To succeed as restructuring it must modify the way in which
"business as usual" is transacted by most school participants most
of the time. If they refuse to accept a restructuring proposal in
this fashion, it cannot fulfill its purpose.

Three major challenges are unique to the proposal that
we restructure schools by making them schools of choice. First,
the choice arrangement too can face implementation problems.
Simply converting schools of assignment into open enrollment
schools does not guarantee that a great deal will happen. Some
feel that the best way to assure the transformation that restruc-
turing seeks is to invite and stimulate interested teachers to
establish such programs. Teacher choice is important, and ad-
ministrative support is also necessary, in the form of freeing
schools from external constraints and directives, encouraging
them to innovate broadly with respect to school organization
as well as curriculum and instruction, and giving them the time
to plan the program. Short of such conditions, it is possible that
declaring schools to be schools of choice will change very little
about them.

A second major challenge involves assuring certain sorts
of equity within schools of choice. Although such schools have
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proved to be highly effective instruments for furthering equity,
they have also posed two kinds of equity challenges. The first
is how to avoid intensifying ethnic and socioeconomic segrega-
tion in schools that are chosen, in light of known correlations
between such groupings and child-rearing tendencies. Although
there are exceptions, it is well known that middle class and
affluent parents often select open schools for their youngsters,
while working class parents gravitate toward back-to-basics and
fundamental schools. Care must be taken to avoid themes for
schools of choice that could increase racial or socioeconomic isola-
tion (Moore and Davenport, 1988). Experience of several sorts
suggests ways to avoid this kind of segregation by choice: ex-
perience with respect to the way school themes are selected and
articulated (Raywid, 1985), the way schools of choice are located
(Waldrip and Lotspeich, 1978), and the way they are marketed
(Hale and Maynard, 1987). But this kind of equity concern is
a challenge that needs addressing in a choice arrangement.

There can be equity problems of another sort in districts
where some of the schools are schools of choice and others are
not. Since the schools of choice sometimes receive more favorable
funding, some have cried foul, even in districts where the differ-
ential is plainly marked as start-up funds only. Even more fun-
damental are the equity problems raised by the departure for
schools of choice of youngsters whose families are active choosers,
leaving neighborhood schools to the nonchoosers. Staff in these
schools have protested that the consequence is an unfair, two-
tiered system. The reply of choice advocates is that the arrange-
ment should and does bring benefits in the form of improvements
not just to the schools of choice but to all local schools (Raywid,
1988). Nevertheless, there remains a challenge to help assure
the realization of this kind of benefit.

Another such challenge is that of the inactive chooser
(Hirschman, 1969). First, how can each family be apprised of
the opportunity to choose in such a way that all are able and
disposed to use it, and to use it wisely? The families most prone
to take rapid advantage of the choice option arc the more edu-
cated and well-to-do. Thus the interests of the less fortunate may
need protecting in a choice system. What happens in such a
system to children whose families fail to exercise the choice

g
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option? This becomes a challenge because the temptation is to
use these nonchoosers to solve the system's problems (for ex-
ample, by placing such youngsters in underenrolled programs).
An all-choice system that ended up with some schools filled with
choosers and others populated solely by nonchoosers would face
real equity problems.

Conclusion

We began by asserting that one major impetus to restruc-
turing schools has been the conviction that they are out of synch
with both their external and internal environments. it is a con-
viction of growing prominence. A recent analyst has asserted
that the current wave of school reform will fail because it does
not address the way schools are organized and controlled (Chubb,
1988). Increasing numbers appear convinced that it is going to
prove impossible to change anything very important about
schools, short of extensively redesigning them (Evans, 1983;
David, 1987). Restructuralists who focus on school governance
share such concerns.

To date, only two proposals have been elaborated for re-
structuring governance of and within public schools. We have ex-
amined them, seen their implications for such fundamental ques-
tions of school organization as school mission, roles, and social
order, and we have reviewed challenges specific to each. We con-
clude with a summary of the major advantages of site management
and choice as models for the restructuring of school governance.

Site management enjoys an important advantage in the
currency of the concerns it addresses. It promises decentraliza-
tion and debureaucratization, which have been major demands
made by school critics in the interest of ending a variety of ills.
Site management is also directly and centrally concerned with
"teacher empowerment," which is an item of considerable cur-
rent prominence. Several of the most respected excellence reports
have called for such empowerment (Carnegie Task Force on
Teaching as a Profession, 1986; National Governors' Associa-
tion, 1986), and a number of researchers have argued its cen-
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trality to school improvement (Darling-Hammond and Wise,
1983). These are substantial advantages because they put pres-
sure on otherwise lukewarm school officials to adopt site manage-
ment. Moreover, the proposal is enjoying a highly receptive
press, and reports of relevant developments in Dade County,
Hammond, and Rochester are not only promising but exciting.
According to at least some commentators, even when site-man-
agement arrangements fall short of genuine management of
schools by teachers, teachers feel they are being consulted and
enjoying some input into decisions, which has been a morale
booster (Clune and White, 1987). All these points speak for the
site-management strategy.

The choice proposal also has distinct advantages. It is a
package combining curricular, instructional, organizational, and
governance change in one proposal. Thus, to introduce choice
is to launch an effective catalyst for a number of changes in school
organization and program. For teachers, it combines the need
to function as a professional with the opportunity to do so. It
empowers and engages teachers directly in modifying educa-
tional practice. Teachers become involved in decisions and
management, but only in the context of pursuing what is most
germane to them, rather than in a separate connection that sug-
gests they as teachers are assuming new and separable func-
tions. The choice arrangement also has the considerable advan-
tage of starting from a clean slate with a new school a newly
assembled group which makes change easier and more assured.
And the fact that both staff and students select a school suggests
that it will very probably achieve a firmer sense of mission, based
on a stronger consensus and greater coherence than can schools
of assignment. Choice also offers full and immediate empower-
ment to all associated with a school by bringing them there in
the first place and by enabling them to leave if they wish to do so.

There is reason, then, to find promise in both of these
proposals to restructure the way schools are governed and con-
trolled. Either might help bring schools into better that is, more
appropriate and more productive adjustment with their en-
vironments.
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>KO Part Two

New Roles
and Responsibilities
for the District and State

The chapters in the first part dealt with a variety of proposals
to change the structure and operations of schools. The first two
chapters in this part examine school restructuring as a problem
of policy and organization at the school-district and state levels.
Jane David's chapter (Chapter Seven) describes existing district-
level restructuring efforts and draws preliminary conclusions
about the problems and strategics of*restructuring as seen from
the district level. Michael Cohen's chapter (Chapter Eight)
analyzes the rationale for state involvement in restructuring and
the possible role that state government can play. Taken together,
these chapters define the local and state policy contexts for future
restructuring initiatives. The concluding chapter (Chapter Nine)
ties together the major themes of the book and presents three
possible scenarios for school restructuring.
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SEVEN

Restructuring in Progress:
Lessons from
Pioneering Districts

Jane L. David

Pressure on school districts to restructure is mounting, as more
and more people from corporate leaders and policymakers to
educators and parents acknowledge that the current system
is not working. The very phrase "structural change" signals a
conception of education reform that is very different from re-
forms of the past. Unlike either top-down, externally defined
and imposed reforms or bottom-up, school-based improvement
efforts, restructuring connotes systemic change. It grows out of
a combination of (1) research findings on how people and orga-
nizations change and (2) the increasing gap between what schools
look like now and what they must look like in the future to meet
society's needs.

Ultimately, a school system designed to engage the minds
of twenty-first century students will look quite different from
present school systems, created during the industrial era. The
explosion of information and mechanization of routine tasks will
force schools to teach ways of learning and reasoning instead
of rules and facts. Time and space will be allocated in very
different ways. Roles and relationships among staff members
and between staff and students will change; teacher accountabil-
ity will rest on informed professional judgment and measures
far more sophisticated and relevant to educational goals than
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current multiple-choice standardized tests. As in business and
industry, flexibility to respond to a rapidly changing world will
be built into the system.

But the current organization of school districts is a far cry
from this vision. The core of education interactions between
teachers and students lies buried inside classrooms within
schools embedded in highly centralized, tightly regulated bureau-
cratic structures school districts (for example, see Timar and
Kirp, 1988; Cuban, 1988). Such structures are effective for cer-
tain goals, such as standardization, but not for the goal of stim-
ulating innovation and change (for example, see Kanter, 1983).

Imagine a circular jigsaw puzzle with students and teach-
ers in the center, surrounded by rings of interlocking pieces
representing the demands of local, state, and federal agencies;
for example, age and ability grouping of students, testing pro-
grams, textbooks, curriculum, graduation requirements, staff
certification, and so on (David, 1987). Trying to change one
piece of an interlocking set of pieces is not possible unless the
other pieces are flexible enough to yield when the shape of a
neighboring piece is changed.

Continuing the jigsaw puzzle metaphor, previous reform
efforts have either added another piece to the puzzle or have
tried to change one piece without recognizing the need to change
neighboring pieces. Centrally defined and imposed reforms
typically have added new pieces with little effect on interactions
between students and teachers (Kirst and Meister, 1985). School-
based reforms have tried to affect the pieces in the center without
changing any surrounding pieces (David and Peterson, 1984;
Berman and Gjelten, 1984).

The goal of structural change is to change the puzzle
itself to change the rigid, interlocking nature of the system to
a more flexible, responsive structure. Can school districts do
this? There arc not many examples of bureaucratic structures
transforming themselves. Kanter (1983) cites a few in the cor-
porate world and Wissler and Ortiz (1986) cite a few examples
of school district decentralization. Moreover, school districts are
not independent systems; they too are constrained, often se-
verely, by state and even federal requirements. Yet many of

I
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the constraints that lock teachers and students into old ways of
operating are dictated by districts. In principle, districts can re-
quest relief from certain external demands by states and the
federal government.

Research on organizational change and leadership (for
example: Fullan. 1982; Kanter, 1983), provides some guidance
to districts ready to take on the process of restructuring, as do
reports that offer new visions of what schools and districts might
look like (for example, Sizer, 1984; Good lad, 1984; Carnegie
Task Force on Teaching as a Profession, 1986). All point to
the need to decentralize authority, create more professional
workplaces, and focus resources on teaching and learning.

Three Restructuring Districts

To learn more about the extent to which school districts
can transform themselves and what it takes to do so, we studied
three districts that have undertaken restructuring efforts. We
began with a telephone survey of over a hundred districts to
locate those that best represented districts whose actions have
led to new roles and relationships and organizational arrange-
ments. We selected three districts for more intensive study: the
Dade County Public Schools (Miami, Florida), the Jefferson
County Public Schools (Louisville, Kentucky), and the Poway
Unified School District (Poway, California).

These districts are by no means the only ones undergo-
ing significant change. Those described elsewhere include the
ABC Unified School District in Cerritos, California (Sick ler,
1988); the Cincinnati Public Schools in Cincinnati, Ohio (John-
son, 1988); District four in Manhattan's East Harlem in New
York City (Meier, 1987); the Hammond Public Schools in Ham-
mond, Indiana (Casner-Lotto, 1988); and the Rochester Public
Schools in Rochester, New York (Rodman, 1987). Based on
these published accounts, our findings are consistent with their
experiences.

A team of two interviewers spent two to three days in each
district we covered interviewing central office and school staff.
We also asked to visit schools that best exemplified new roles

2
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and arrangements. Hence, the study is purposely biased toward
the positive, as the following descriptions of each district reflect.
Our goal was to extract lessons from the experiences of these
pioneering districts that could inform others. Following a brief
description of each district is a discussion of their goals, visions,
and strategies for restructuring.

Dade County Public Schools (Miami, Florida). The Dade
County Public Schools are changing fundamentally their gover-
nance structure a major undertaking in an urban district of
276 schools. Moving beyond the state's mandates and incen-
tives for faculty participation in school governance, Dade has
launched its own approach to the professionalization of its teach-
ers through school-based management and shared decision mak-
ing. Their approach evolved from a strong partnership between
district and union leaders and is based on the premise that stu-
dent learning requires good teachers, which in turn demands
working environments that will attract the best and the brightest
to teaching.

Attractive workplaces for teachers are described as those
that provide opportunities for exercising discretion in the class-
room as well as authority and leadership i school decision mak-
ing. With the goal of creating such working environments, the
superintendent launched a pilot program, directed by a newly
created office of school-based management, to devolve more
authority and discretion to the schools.

The district acquainted schools with the concepts of school-
based management and shared decision making and provided
each school with a copy of the report of the Carnegie Forum's
Task Force on Teaching as a Profession. Schools were then in-
vited to submit proposals to participate in the first wave of school-
based management. Of the fifty-five schools whose faculties voted
to participate and that submitted proposals, thirty-three were
selected by a joint management-labor team to be part of the pilot
program. These schools receive the same level of funds as all
other schools, based on their enrollment and the district average
per pupil expenditure of roughly $3,400 (excluding special-
program budgets). However, the pilot schools receive their funds
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as a lump sum, allowing them significantly greater flexibility
in deciding how to allocate some 90 percent of their budgets.
The rest of the schools in Dade County have discretion over
only the materials and supplies portion of the budget, roughly
10 percent.

Within the constraints of state rules, schools can allocate
their budget however they wish; they can spend more or less
on staff or equipment or utilities. If school staff are hindered
by barriers posed by school-board rules, teacher-labor contract
provisions, or state department of education regulations, they
can request a waiver from a committee established expressly
for that purpose. Schools are also free to set up whatever govern-
ing structure they wish, provided that teachers are given a signif-
icant role in school planning and decision making.

In addition to a three-day school improvement conference
for teams of principals and teachers, each pilot school receives
$6,250 for staff development. The teacher-director of the Teacher
Education Center, which runs all district staff-development pro-
grams, encourages teachers in the pilot schools to determine their
specific in-service needs. She has seen teachers in the pilot schools
take more initiative for requesting the kind of training they need.
Thus, one school asked for training in effective leadership,
another in bilingual education, and another a writing course.

The partnership between top district officials and the
teachers' union is evident at all levels of the school-based manage-
ment program. In addition to the union's committee to review
waiver requests, there is an understanding between the district
and the union that problems between teachers and their prin-
cipal will be resolved by a joint committee composed of two
union and two central office representatives.

The School Based Management/Shared Decision-Making
Program, a four-year pilot, is still in its early stages, so it is
premature to assess its full impact. For example, much of the
schools' new authority over personnel will not be realized until
staff begin to turn over. Although a few schools have replaced
teachers with hourly instructors or assistant principals with teach-
ers, class-size limitations and reluctance to lay off fellow teachers
restrict schools' immediate options. When teachers retire or
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resign for other reasons, and when school staff have had the
time to create new ideas regarding organizational structures,
opportunities to significantly change school structures will in-
crease.

Nevertheless, many immediate effects can already be ob-
served. Participating schools have set up new governance struc-
tures, instead of relying on existing committees or councils.
These structures look quite different from one school to the next.
For example, one school has a thirty-two-member council rep-
resenting all the schools' constituencies; a subset of nine forms
the basic working group for creating plans for school organiza-
tions and curriculum. Another school has a ten-member elected
committee of teachers and administrators.

Schools have requested and been granted dozens of waiv-
ers. Schools can hire noncertified teachers with special talents
to teach classes in their area of expertise; gifted and talented
students can take an elective instead of physical education.

School staff have exercised their new authority in a variety
of ways. One school added a seventh period to give all teachers
a full period in which to engage in school-based management.
Another school replaced its pull-out Spanish program, which
required students to leave their regular classrooms for Spanish
instruction, with a schoolwide program that met twice a week.
One junior high council replaced an assistant principal with two
teachers who devote part of their time to counseling and dis-
cipline. Another management group chose to expand their com-
puter program and used funds to purchase computers.

No one argues that school-based management is easy.
Teachers spend much more time on top of an already time-
consuming job. But at the same time they arc more enthusiastic
and feel more in control. Principals also spend more time on
the job but understand that sharing their authority with teachers
(and in some schools, with parents, students, and community
members) is a priority of the district leadership and leads to
creative strategies that best meet the needs of their students and
school community. Central administrators are encouraging
schools to take risks and experiment; they arc committed to
bottom-up restructuring and will not pass judgment until the
completion of the four-year pilot program.

233
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Other schools have already asked to become part of this
program. From the district's standpoint, this is the ideal way
for the program to expand; they will initiate a second pilot pro-
gram this year. District leaders are leery of spreading school-
based management too quickly in their districts; they are anx-
ious to continue to learn from the experiences of the pilot schools.

In addition to school-based management, Dade's reforms
include several other major initiatives, such as: satellite learn-
ing centers (schools at the workplace); Saturday morning classes
at schools throughout the district, a nine-week mini-sabbatical
program of seminars, professional clinics, and research for teach-
ers; and a program that enables teachers who voluntarily transfer
to a school where they represent a racial minority to complete
advanced degrees at a local university tuition-free.

All Dade County schools, including the pilot schools, will
have their efforts boosted by the new teachers' contract. In ad-
dition to substantial salary increases (averaging 28 percent over
the next three years), the new contract contains an entire arti-
cle entitled "Professionalization of Teaching and Education" that
includes the creation of

A pilot peer intervention and assistance program to assist
teachers
A pilot career-ladder program for teachers
A professional leave-credit bank so that teachers can attend
meetings, conferences, and institutes
A grant proposal program to fund educational issues forums
planned by school faculties
Continued teacher involvement in planning and designing
new educational facilities and in selecting and assessing prin-
cipals and assistant principals

Jefferson County Public Schools (Louisville, Kentucky). The
leadership of the Jefferson County Public Schools (JCPS) has
made a long-term commitment to restructure their system of
153 schools. JCPS leaders have articulated a philosophy of
restructuring, reflecting the premise that long-term fundamen-
tal change begins with many small steps guided by a shared set
of goals and values. But their philosophy goes beyond providing
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a common vision and vocabulary; it is observable in a series
of actions that have brought together ongoing activities and
resulted in new structures, players, and roles. Throughout the
system, school staff are increasing their skills and knowledge
in order to create more effective learning environments.

Following many years of turmoil in the district, the new
superintendent in 1981 laid the groundwork for redesigning
Jefferson County's schools. At the vanguard is a structure that
is physically and functionally unique for a school district the
JCPS/Gheens Academy. Funded predominantly by the local
Gheens Foundation, the Academy enjoys the political, moral,
and financial support of the district and the community. It is
both a resource for the continuing professional development of
JCPS staff and a center for leading the district's efforts to restruc-
ture its schools and the teaching profession.

The Academy has grown from an abstract idea just a few
years ago to an entire building with a staff of sixty under the
guidance of the superintendent and the academy's executive
director, who was selected for his commitment to empower
teachers and restructure schools. The Academy's staff come from
various district offices (staff development, in-service, library) and
schools, and some are assigned part time from the University
of Louisville. Looking more like an executive training center
than a school district building, the Academy stands as a physical
symbol of the importance of teachers and their professional
development.

The Academy has an ongoing array of professional devel-
opment activities for teachers and administrators and curriculum
resource and production centers. Designed to promote and
model collegial interaction and intellectual stimulation, it is a
place where JCPS staff have access to each other and to new
ideas. One principal commented that he spends one day a week
at the Academy to pick up new ideas and skills.

Academy staff have introduced JCPS teachers and ad-
ministrators to recent reports on educational reform and to
research on structural change and effective schools as well as
related literature from the corporate world. One teacher noted
that: "We have gained a lot from Gheens . . . we have things
here we'd never heard of before."
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The superintendent and the Academy have also created
a climate for their district that encourages teachers and adminis-
trators to take risks to experiment with new instructional ap-
proaches and methods of organization. They have
communicated throughout the district a vision of schools as en-
vironments for satisfying work and productive learning. At the
same time they have communicated that each school's staff needs
to translate this message into images and actions appropriate
to the school's particular needs and circumstances, and to assess
what they do in terms of their own long range goals and vision.
Through this messsage, the Academy also serves as a unifying
force for the variety of existing programs, projects, and innova-
tions throughout the district.

In addition to its role as a resource for professional de-
velopent, the Academy has developed the concept of profes-
sional development schoolssomewhat akin to teaching hospitals
in the medical profession to translate the rhetoric of
restructuring into action. Working with representatives of the
teachers' union, administrators, and university staff, the Acad-
emy developed a concept paper that included "guiding images"
of workplaces satisfying for teachers and environments produc-
tive of learning for students. Academy staff invested considerable
effort communicating and explaining these concepts to all school
staff.

Schools were then invited to become part of the process
of defining and becoming professional development schools; the
criterion for acceptance was commitment from teachers and ad-
ministrators to reorganize their school in ways to become more
productive. Representatives from the twenty-four schools se-
lected to participate then worked with Academy staff to elaborate
the guiding images into a set of visions, beliefs, and standards
for the professional development schools, which was then en-
dorsed by the school board.

The leadership of the JCPS superintendent and the ac-
tions of the Ghecns Academy have created an environment for
change which teachers and principals have capitalized on. Re-
structuring has led to the Academy, the professional develop-
ment schools, and a variety of new structures and practices. It
has also provided a framework and direction that helps teachers
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judge and experiment with many ongoing activities and view
them as part of the restructuring process. For example:

Middle schools are organized into mini-schools of
roughly 150 students each run by a team of five teachers, one
of whom plays the role of "team leader." Each team makes its
own decisions about instructional methods, curriculum, schedul-
ing, and materials; as one teacher described: "The schedule is
entirely up to the team; we don't ring any bells. There was a
time when we believed only counselors could do that." This struc-
ture has led, for teachers, to more active involvement in mak-
ing decisions, more professional exchange, more willingness to
experiment, and, as a result, more professional satisfaction. The
reduced isolation of teachers makes them more visible and hence
more accountable to each other. Because different teams create
different learning environments, students who "just don't fit" one
team's mini-school can move to another an option that did not
exist before.

Teachers are more actively involved in defining and
developing measures of educational success, because account-
ability becomes a shared responsibility. Each school writes a
school improvement plan based on school descriptions provided
by the district. Middle schools use self-assessment procedures
developed by the Center for Early Adolescence. Teachers and
administrators are learning a variety of ways to improve their
understanding of classroom practice, including the use of clinical
supervision.

Two elementary professional development schools are
initiating an experiment in grouping students by more than one
age in which the same teacher will remain with a group of
students for several years.

Under a federal grant, staff from,JCPS and the Univer-
sity of Louisville have created "job descriptions" for student teach-
ers that reflect the roles and responsibilities they will be expected
to fulfill in different teaching assignments. In this way both the
supervising teacher and student teacher share expectations, which
increases the likelihood that both will benefit from the experience.
This is one of many in a growing number of cooperative ven-
tures between JCPS and the University of Louisville.

J
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JCPS staff are proud of their efforts. Teachers express a
growing sense of professionalism; administrators are taking ad-
vantage of new opportunities for growth in leadership and
management. In contrast to most "reform" efforts, which put
pressures on staff to conform quickly to new standards, the ap-
proach in JCPS is to develop their human resources, which is
prerequisite to the improvement of teaching and learning. The
Academy is a resource for staff development, the professional
development schools are, for school staffs, an "invitation to in-
vention," and inventing new methods of educational account-

/ability is a shared and evolving responsibility. As the Academy's
motto quoted above implies, when teachers and students are
successful, the Academy has succeeded.

Poway Unified School District (Poway, California). The
Poway Unified School District, which is spread over the hills
just northeast of San Diego, exemplifies a balance between cen-
tralized and decentralized authority. Under the twelve-year
leadership of a superintendent committed to decentralized deci-
sion making, Poway combines school-site budgeting and
management with shared decision making. The superintendent's
philosophy is that educational decisions should be made by the
professionals closest to the students. Poway's size (20,000
students), continuous growth, and predominantly homogeneous,
advantaged population have provided a hospitable environment
for testing the limits of decentralization.

In Poway, school-based management is not a program
added to the existing structure it is the way the school system
already operates. It is the result of a lengthy decentralization
and professional development process begun by the superinten-
dent on his arrival twelve years ago. Each school receives directly
virtually all the funds it will use to operate during the year, in-
cluding money for staffing and supplies. Funds allocated for
building maintenance, food and transportation services, and the
bulk of staff development are retained by the district. At each
level of decision making, staff are encouraged if not required
to participate. (The union contract requires that teachers par-
ticipate in decisions about the staffing budget.)

)
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School-based management and shared decision making
in Poway are embedded in a school-district culture that: (a)
maintains a focus on student learning, (b) promotes continuous
professional development for all staff members, and (c) values
and rewards hard work. The culture and tone of the district have
been set by the superintendent and are modeled by him and
his small central office staff. Everyone's job, from clerks to
associate superintendents, is described in terms of support for
student learning. The district invests heavily in staff develop-
ment that supports instructional improvement; last year's budget
for staff development was $250,000.

Teachers are offered an array of staff-development pro-
grams: for example, clinical teaching, cooperative learning, and
hands-on mathematics and science. Most teachers are active par-
ticipants in these programs, in spite of the absence of financial
incentives, because this is expected of professionals. This ex-
pectation is communicated by the quality of the training, the
comfortable setting in which it is conducted, and the fact that
teachers are treated to dinner in a posh country club restaurant
after their training. Principals are encouraged to attend teachers'
workshops, which they do (which is another incentive for teach-
ers), and arc required to attend a series of workshops on clinical
supervision and on leadership and management techniques.

Planning and decision making at the district level are open
to school staff and in fact could not function otherwise since the
superintendent has reduced the district staff to a small number.
Thus, for example, all curriculum development is done by com-
mittees of teachers, not by central office staff. The assistant
superintendents for elementary and secondary schools act as
organizers and facilitators for teachers; there is no district office
of curriculum or curriculum coordinator. Principals participate
in the superintendent's annual budget process. Teachers from
each school attend monthly forums with the superintendent.

Each school receives a lump-sum budget for staff and for
materials and supplies based on school enrollment. The staffing
budget is allocated in terms of personnel staffing units (PSUs),
each of which equals the average teacher salary plus bene-
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fits. (The principal, assistant principal, and school secretary
are not included in this budget.) A combination of state and
union contract rules (such as class-size limits) predetermines that
most of the staffing budget will go to classroom teachers. How-
ever, every school has one or more PSUs over which they have
complete discretion. One school might choose to hire several
aides, another part-time specialists (for example, a music teacher),
or a counselor, and another school, anticipating an enrollment
increase that might not be enough to justify another PSU, might
choose to hold on to the funds.

In addition to the staffing budget, each school receives
an annual materials and supplies budget as well as its share of
funds from the state-funded School Improvement Program and
lottery. An elementary school with 800 students handles a budget
of $75,000. Each school has determined its own process for
deciding how these funds will be spent. In some schools part
or all of the budget is divided among the teachers to be spent
however each teacher wants. In other schools all expenditures
are decided by a schoolwide committee and agreed on by the
entire staff. The degree to which teachers are involved in school-
level decisions is largely a function of the style of the principal,
although all teachers are strongly encouraged by the district to
maximize teacher participation and are evaluated on that basis.

Poway staff and community are exceedingly proud of their
schools. They cite numerous honors and awards from the state
and the U.S. Department of Education. Teachers describe them-
selves as professionals who are treated as such. The only blemish,
acknowledged by all, is the tension between the teachers' union
and management, which reflects in large part the anti-union
stance of the community and district leadership. Yet even this
tension interferes little with the business of education, primarily
because salary increases are limited by the total funds available,
which in California is determined by the state. Also, Poway has
begun experimenting with "trust agreements" as a less formal
mechanism for reaching agreement between the union and
management on specific issues and concerns. Poway's current
peer evaluation activities fall under this new kind of agreement.

1 it
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Three Themes

These three districts illustrate the complexity of the re-
structuring process. Each is taking steps to change the many
organizational structures imbedded in a single school district.
They are changing management procedures by increasing school-
site autonomy and shared decision making, and are making
corresponding changes in the size and roles of central office staff.
They are changing how schools are organized redesigning
schedules and curricula, creating schools within schools. They
are changing their accountability procedures shifting respon-
sibility to teaching staffs and providing parents with choices
among alternatives. They are changing the methods of staff
developmentoffering an array of professional development op-
portunities to teachers and principals in training centers and
at their schools.

Restructuring involves all of these pieces, but there are
too many to change at once. Having each a unique history and
circumstances, restructuring districts differ in the sequence of
their changes. Each district we describe has made some of the
changes mentioned and has plans for others. For example, Dade
County began with school-based management in pilot schools
and is now offering increased opportunities for professional
development. In contrast, Jefferson County began with an em-
phasis on professional development for all school staff and is
moving toward increased school autonomy. Poway began by
delegating some budgetary authority to its schools and has added
new responsibilities to its schools each year.

It is too soon to pass judgment about the ultimate suc-
cess of any of these programs. Each district continues to face
difficult challenges. Will Dade County's experiment persist
beyond the pilot stage? Can Poway maintain its highly decen-
tralized operation in the face of rapid increases in enrollment
over the next decade? How dependent arc the Jefferson County
Public Schools on the Gheens Foundation, and what will the
professional development schools look like? Yet in each district,
there are positive signs, reflected especially in the excitement
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and enthusiasm of the teachers. As laboratories for restructur-
ing, the mistakes and successes of these districts offer a wealth
of valuable guidance. The next section looks more closely at the
steps these districts have taken to restructure their systems.

Each district has its own unique set of circumstances, and,
accordingly, its own path to restructuring. Yet, comparing their
very different experiences, there are common themes that dis-
tinguish in significant ways the approaches of these districts from
other types of reforms. Their approaches incorporate much of
what has been learned in the last two decades about the process
of organizational change and educational improvement.

The following three themes are evident in the directions
and actions of each of the three districts.

1. The goal of school restructuring is long-term, comprehen-
sive change guided by a conception of schools as stimulating work-
places and learning environments. Restructuring schools is not
simply a new program or approach designed to add to or change
part of a school system. Its eventual goal is to change fundamen-
tally how a school functions in order to create a productive learn-
ing environment. There are many possible routes to this goal
and many possible productive learning environments. Districts
are not only choosing between alternatives, they are inventing
them. Therefore, risk taking and experimentation are important com-
ponents of the process of structural change.

2. School staff members need the skills, authority, and time
to create new roles and environments appropriate for them. To
create and support new ways of thinking and new roles, teachers
and administrators need more and better opportunities for pro-
fessional development than they now have. In addition to ex-
panding the skills of school staff, districts can stimulate the
creation of new roles and learning environments by increasing
school autonomy (through school-based management plus
waivers) and by giving teachers a significant voice in decision
making (through shared decision making), as well as giving them
the time needed to take on new responsibilities.
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3. Restructuring schools requires building new coalitions
of support and creating new conceptions of accountability. To
ensure broad-based and lasting support for school restructur-
ing, districts begin by actively participating in the creation of
new coalitions, often forging cooperative partnerships between
historical adversaries. These new coalitions can be achieved by
focusing on the educational goals of restructuring and by devel-
oping a shared set of expectations (including new ways of judg-
ing results) among superintendents, school boards, teachers'
unions, and their communities.

These themes are elaborated below, incorporating how
school-district leaders conceptualize what they are doing and
the strategic choices they make, and illustrated by examples from
the three districts.

The Purpose: New Goals, Visions, and Attitudes

The goal of school restructuring is long-term, comprehensive change guided
by a conception of schools as stimulating workplaces and learning en-
vironments.

What Is New About School Restructuring? Schooi restruc-
turing is much more than "just another program." Current
restructuring efforts set in motion and institutionalize new educa-
tional practices and processes that are guided by the overriding
goal of creating satisfying workplaces for teachers and staff and
productive learning environments for students. These efforts are
not characterized by the usual prescriptions associated with
reforms. They are not designed to add to or change just one
part of a school system, they are not targeted to particular
students or content areas, and they do not specify learning ob-
jectives or outcomes.

School restructuring is systemic and comprehensive; it
is intended to change how districts and schools are organized
and how individual roles arc defined. Districts have chosen
different approaches to change, but they share the goal of a
systemwide change that will result ultimately in significantly
different and improved learning environments for students. Thus

1.
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it is not a matter of implementing peer evaluation or clinical
supervision or school-based management for its own sake, but
because each contributes to the larger goal of creating more effec-
tive teaching and learning.

Recognizing that school restructuring is a very complex
undertaking, district leaders do not expect immediate results;
they realize that changing an organization means changing peo-
ple's attitudes, roles, and relationships. Jefferson County views
the creation of professional development schools as a ten-year
process. Decentralization in Poway evolved over a period of a
decade or longer. In an educational system that has changed
little since its current staff were themselves school children,
changing how school staff members think and act is indeed a
long-term proposition.

How Districts Mobilize Schools. To initiate and sustain
this new kind of broad-based reform, school-district leaders have
consciously created new imagery and a new language. They
work to communicate the need for and goals of restructuring
to staff at all levels of the system, including professional and
support staff. Leaders keep district and school staff informed
of the latest research in both education and related fields such
as business management.

In Dade County, every school received a copy of the report
of the Carnegie Forum's Task Force on Teaching as a Profes-
sion; in Jefferson County and Poway, staff cite corporate and
management books and articles, including the work of Drucker
and Peters. In addition to communicating new ideas, this flow
of information and imagery has resulted in a common language
throughout each district. In Jefferson County, the slogan "every
teacher a leader and every student a success" is heard from one
end of the district to the other.

The process of restructuring does not start from scratch;
it starts with the practices and activities currently in place. By
reinforcing the goals of restructuring, the language and imagery
of effective learning environments also provide teachers and prin-
cipals with a way to judge their own ongoing practices to decide
which fit their long-range goals and which need to be adjusted
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or phased out. Jefferson County explicitly promotes the notion
that teachers can participate in restructuring in a variety of ways,
as long as their actions are consistent with a set of common
values. The three district's restructuring provides an overriding
framework that incorporates a variety of preexisting and new
activities from professional development schools to teaming in
middle schools to high schools in Theodore Sizer's Coalition of
Essential Schools, a reform group dedicated to focusing and
deepening the high school curriculum.

District leaders have also avoided two major pitfalls of
past reforms imposed from outside schools by initiating restruc-
turing efforts in a small number of volunteering schools. In ad-
dition to expressing a willingness to participate, schools are asked
to demonstrate significant staff support for change. To become
a professional development school in Jefferson County or a pilot
school in Dade County, school staff members were required to
vote and write reform proposals.

Districts also encourage teacher participation in restruc-
turing their schools by providing salaries commensurate with
their responsibilities. Dade County plans substantial salary
increases for all teachers, and a much higher ceiling over
$60,000 for those who qualify.

How Districts Encourage Risk Taking. Restructuring
schools is not for the fainthearted. District leaders know they
are taking risks, and they encourage their staffs both central
office and school-based to take risks too. Teachers and prin-
cipals are asked to experiment and to continuously assess the
effects of their experiments. Jefferson County's leaders argue that
systematic little tries eventually lead to large changes. In Dade
County district leaders encourage school staff to learn from their
successes and their mistakes. School staffs are urged to experi-
ment without fear of punishment for failures.

These districts are moving from the known to the un-
known, so risks are an essential part of progress. All the districts
face the challenge of getting teachers and principals to imagine
new ways of organizing their roles and their work. They recog-
nize that risk taking requires knowledge of what to do and how

2 ,
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to judge it as well as support and flexibility. Taking risks re-
quires more than removing external constraints in organizations
where it has been systematically discouraged for so long for it
to be practiced.

The top leaders in restructuring districts superinten-
dents, school board members, and union heads encourage risk
taking by demonstrating their own willingness to take risks in
a variety of ways. For example, hiring a radical reformer in
Jefferson County communicated a new attitude of top manage-
ment to district and school staff. Support for risk taking is sig-
naled by allowing waivers from restrictive rules and regulations.
Without relaxing the multitude of constraints on what schools
can do (for example, constraints regarding class size, teachers'
hours, class schedules, and textbook selection), current prac-
tices will remain, locked into place,

District leaders encourage and reinforce risk taking through
the language they use and the activities they foster and reward.
Jefferson and Dade County leaders communicate to school staff
that the way to be recognized is to be innovative. When districts
ask schools to volunteer to restructure, as in Dade's school-based
management pilot schools and Jefferson County's professional
development schools, they are inviting school-staff members to
take risks. District leaders are asking principals to risk sharing
their authority with teachers. And teachers arc being asked to
take risks for example, to work with a team where their ac-
tions arc much more visible to their colleagues than heretofore,
as in Jefferson County.

The People: New Roles and Relationships

School staff members need the authority, skills, and time to create new
roles and environments appropriate for them.

Why Districts Increase School Autonomy. All the restruc-
turing districts discussed here view the school the locus of
teaching and learning as the appropriate organizational level
for mobilizing change. Schools differ in the make-up of their
staff and students, as well as in their resources and facilities, and

;
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therefore need flexibility to adapt to those differences. But real
flexibility is attained only through control over resources and
relief from rules that predetermine how those resources are to
be spent. This translates into a need for some type of school-
based management that includes budgetary control and relief
from instrusive rules and regulations.

In contrast to past reforms centered on school-site bud-
geting or school-based management, current restructuring re-
forms are not driven by notions of administrative and economic
efficiency. They are driven by the understanding that innova-
tion and hence change are stifled by strong central control and
direction, and therefore that those closest to the students should
be free, within limits, to create environments appropriate to their
students and circumstances. Thus teacher participation in school
decision making shared decision making is an integral com-
ponent of these school-based management approaches, as is a
focus on the goal of improved learning.

Central control is not really diminished thereby, it is
redirected: It becomes a means to create innovation (by building
in mechanisms that stimulate creativity and diversity), to main-
tain flexibility, and to correct itself. There is no fixed amount
of authority that properly resides in schools rather than districts.
Instead there is an ebb and flow of authority, a movement away
from and toward equilibrium, in response to external changes,
new priorities, or internal imbalances. Because districts retain
the authority to inspect results and take actions accordingly, and
because the increased authority for school staff is coupled with
increased professional responsibilit;, these approaches are quite
distinct from the "let a thousand flowers bloom / do your own
thing" approach of the sixties.

Stimulating diversity is a top priority now because a main
barrier to improving education is the absence of good workable
models of stimulating workplaces and learning environments.
The results of experiments provide policymakers with concrete
options. As options are created, districts might exert more con-
trol and shift the balance in order to spread the best of the new
ideas to other schools.

S :'hool -based budgeting, management, and shared deci-
sion making in restructuring districts differ from similar past

2 ,3
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reforms in other important ways. Such mechanisms are not
viewed now as ends in themselves. Simply increasing autonomy,
teacher participation, and flexibility is unlikely to result in differ-
ent learning environments. They must be coupled with access
to new knowledge and skills as well as with encouragement and
support for change, such as resources to provide time for teachers
to develop and experiment with new approaches. Without these
complementary items, school-level planning can easily become
an empty yet time-consuming process of detailing objectives and
revamping policies without touching on issues of learning.

How School Districts Devolve Authority. Each school dis-
trict in our sample makes different decisions about which funds
and functions to decentralize and how much oversight to pro-
vide. Often, these decisions are constrained by union or state
requirements such as class-size limits. In Poway and Dade Coun-
ty the superintendent, with school board approval and union
agreement, has give', schools major control of their budgets.
Both districts provide each school with a budget for staffing and
for materials and supplies. Dade County goes even further in
giving schools an allocation for building maintenance.

Even in these districts, however, school staffs have little
control over their staffing because (a) most staffing is predeter-
mined by state and contract rules, and (b) the district has
final say over who gets hired and fired. Yet the opportunity to
make even small staffing decisons sends a strong signal to school
staff members. In contrast to having no control over staffing,
school staff highly value having the option, in Poway, to hire
several part-time specialists instead of a teacher, and, in Dade
County, to replace an assistant principal with two part-time
teachers.

The districts also delegate responsibilities previously held
by members of the district staff. For example, teachers participate
in curriculum development, and district staff play a coordinating,
instead of directing, role in curriculum development acre ss
schools. School staff may also create or select professional dev il-
opment activities in addition to what is provided by the district.

In general, the three districts delegate to the schools those
functions that most directly affect teaching and learning and re-
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taro systemwide functions such as transportation and food ser-
vices.

Shared decision making requires principal and teachers
to assume new roles. Districts follow different strategies to en-
sufe that this occurs. Neither the Dade County nor Poway school
districts specifies how shared decision making should operate;
each school is free to devise its own mechanism. As a result,
there is variety of forms of school governance, ranging from huge
school-wide councils that do most of their work in small com-
mittees to schools that vote simply to divide the nonstaff budget
among teachers and have representatives make staffing decisions.

Leaders in both districts take steps to guarantee that
teachers have the opportunity to participate. In Poway, the union
contract requires that teachers participate in decisions about the
staffing budget; even stronger messages to share decision mak-
ing come from central office staff, who pressure principals,
through evaluation and hiring criteria, to involve their staffs
in all school-site budgetary decisions. In Dade County, although
no formal procedures have been established, district leaders
clearly signal principals that their sharing of authority with
teachers is highly valued by the superintendent and, implicitly,
plays a major role in judging their performant e. Thus princi-
pals are not only asked but feel some pressure to change their
roles.

Districts grant flexibility to school staff in different ways,
usually based on agreements negotiated with teacher unions.
In Dade County, a formal process exists for teachers and prin-
cipals to request waivers from the union contract, district rules,
or state statutes. Waivers are usually granted; for example, one
elementary school has gotten permission to have a common
dismissal time instead of following the district policy of stag-
gered dismissals and another school permission for shifting its
Spanish program from a pull-out program to a mini-immersion
program.

In addition to providing professional development oppor-
tunities, which will be described below, district leaders take other
steps to facilitate and support school-site decision making. Main-
taining open lines of communication with school staff is one such
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step visible in Poway, where there is no middle management,
and in Dade County where pilot schools report directly to the
central office instead of to area offices. In Jefferson County, there
is direct communication between school staff and the Gheens
Academy.

Districts also support school-based management by re-
sponding quickly to requests. Poway's efficient purchasing and
distribution system gets materials and supplies to school staff
within three days if in stock and within two weeks if they have
to go to an outside vendor.

The Emergence of New Roles. Restructuring provides op-
portunities for a variety of new roles and relationships through-
out a school district. Coupling school-based management with
shared decision making promotes the idea that the responsibility
of each person district or school administrator or teacher is
to create productive learning environments. Although one might
presume that this always has been what school systems are about,
in fact restructuring signals a major change in how people in
school systems think about their roles and relationships. The
change is from an orientation characterized by controlling and
directing what goes on at the next lower level of a bureaucratic
hierarchy to guiding a--1 facilitating educational professionals
in their quest for more productive learning opportunities for
students.

This shift is a difficult one for district staff because ad-
ministrators are accustomed to telling others what to do, and
teachers have been conditioned to expect to be told what to do.
Both Dade County and Jefferson County administrators strug-
gle to communicate the goals of restructuring to teachers who
are looking for "another program" that prescribes what they are
to do differently.

Top district leaders guide their school systems by com-
municating a vision of effective learning, both to the community
and to their school staffs, and help provide their immediate staff
with the leadership and management skills needed to transmit
the same message to the next district level. Middle managers
become more focused on providing services directly to schools
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in a variety of ways: by improving the management and instruc-
tional skills of principals and teachers, by responding to requests
from them for assistance, by relocating to the school site, or even,
as in Poway, being removed, in which case the funds that paid
for their positions are used as additional funds for materials and
supplies.

In Poway, the superintendent shifted the district to a
small, flat organization over a period of years. This resulted
in (a) new kinds of responsibilities for the remaining district staff,
and (b) more resources for the schools. For example, central
office staff in Poway spend much of their time working directly
with school staff, such as coaching principals, and delegate
responsibilities to them that formerly were district activixies, such
as curriculum development. The reduction of the size of the
district office in Poway also freed up funds, which now go\directly
to the schools and are evident in the additional materials and
supplies as well as staff positions now available; for example,
in Poway each high school academic department has a fulltime
clerk to assist teachers in preparing lessons.

District leaders in Poway have taken actions beyond
school-site management and shared decision making that have
changed the roles and responsibilities of principals. Principals
are now required to participate in professional development,
instructional practices, and clinical supervision, as well as leader-
ship and management skills (see below). The annual district
planning and budgeting process has also been opened to prin-
cipals.

But the greatest variety of new roles being created arc
those being assumed by teachers in these districts, either as a
direct or indirect result of district actions. Teachers arc helping
to create the conditions that allow them to be facilitators of learn-
ing in the classroom. Teachers are taking on new leadership
roles outside the classroom. In addition to their new roles in
school decision making, teachers are assuming the roles of
manager, program designer, and lead or mentor teacher, among
others. Table 7.1 illustrates some of these roles.

How. Districts Cultivate New Roles for Their Personnel.
Inadequate time, information, and skills severely constrain the
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Table 7.1. Examples of New Teacher
Roles in Restructuring Districts.

Staff members of Jefferson County's Gheens Professional Development Acad-
emy, who help respond to the professional development needs of school staff
members

Team leaders, who manage mini-schools within the middle schools in Jefferson
County

Personnel managers, who create job descriptions and interview student teacher
applicants in Jefferson County

Coaches, who observe and give feedback to teachers in the classroom in Poway

Developers, who design and provide professional development in Dade Coun-
ty, Jefferson County, and Poway

Curriculum developers. who have full responsibility for designing and adap-
ting the curriculum in Poway

Mentors and lead teachers in Dade County and Poway who work with new
and experienced teachers in a variety of ways, for example:

Providing teachers with assistance in specific areas such as teaching critical
thinking, incorporating literature into subject areas, or integrating com-
puters in their instruction

Establishing networks in and among schools to exchange ideas and coor-
dinate improvement efforts

Directing districtwide teacher education centers and mini-sabbatical pro-
fessional development programs

Lead teachers in Dade County, who manage satellite learning centers located
at parents' workplaces

creation and evolution of new roles, especially for teachers. In
every district, teachers are already stretched to their limits, work-
ing a full day preparing for and teaching large classes. Without
district support, willingness, and encouragement, few school staff
members would have the opportunity to take on new roles and
additional responsibilities.

To increase available time, district leaders provide plan-
ning time, release time, and paid time in the summer for plan-
ning and curriculum development. Principals and teachers arc
also careful to run meetings efficiently; in Poway, principals limit
faculty meetings to items requiring group discussion and pro-
vide all necessary background information in writing in advance
so that meeting time is not wasted.



234 Restructuring Schools

The other limiting factors information and skills are
addressed through professional development. Professional devel-
opment plays a very important role in school districts engaged
in structural change. Whether or not such development is the
centerpiece of reform, as in Jefferson County, the ability of prin-
cipals and teachers to create better learning environments is a
function of their knowledge and skills. The more principals know
about good instruction and how IL, provide useful feedback to
teachers, the more effective they can be as a valuable resource
for teachers and the better they can support and strengthen the
learning environments of their schools. The more teachers are
exposed to new knowledge through formal development ac-
tivities, informal exchanges with colleagues, and visits to other
schools, the more they have to draw on in creating their own
effective learning environments.

The failure of many past reforms can be traced to the
absence of ongoing, high-quality, instructionally related pro-
fessional development programs for school staffs. For teachers
and principals to change the way they do things, they need for-
mal and informal development opportunities. Each principal
and teacher can benefit from different mixes of formal work-
shops, collegial interaction, reading, observing others, and good
feedback on practice, but all need some of each. No amount
of district leadership, school autonomy, or budgetary control
can compensate for an absence of opportunities to increase one's
knowledge and skills.

It is hard for most educational professionals to hear the
terms "in-service training" or "staff development" without nega-
tive associations. The combination of poor quality, faddish "spray
and pray" workshops, and teachers' ambiguous motivations for
attending ensure that they are generally a waste of time. Staff
development in Poway and Jefferson County demonstrates the
opposite qualities. There, professional development means a
broad array of needed and interesting workshops, meetings,
training sessions. and access to knowledge and resources that
are directly connected to classroom practices. Their quality and
connection to goals teachers shale, combined with the new
perception that being a professional means continuous learn-
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ing, results in teachers and administrators seeking out profes-
sional development opportunities for the intrinsic satisfaction
they offer rather than the usual extrinsic rewards (pay or course
credit).

Professional development also encompasses induction of
new teachers into the system: hence Jefferson County's profes-
sional development schools. Analogous to teaching hospitals,
such schools provide on-the-job training for new teachers in set-
tings that exemplify the best educational practices. Dade County
frees experienced teachers part time so they can work with new
teachers. Dade County's mentor teachers work with apprentice
teachers, who are college graduates lacking education degrees;
after eighteen months in the program, apprentices are qualified
for certification.

How Districts Promote Professional Development. All three
districts tackling structural change recognize the importance of
professional development, although their resources for providing
it vary considerably. At one extreme is Jefferson County, with
an entire center and currently twenty-four schools built around
professional development. The very existence of the Gheens
Academy communicates to everyone in the school system the
importance of the ongoing professional development of school
staff. In Poway too, the superintendent has helped create a
climate in which professional development is viewed as a valued
resource for everyone associated with the school. Even clerical
staff in the district office arc trained to help them sec how their
actions contribute to the education of the district's students.

Jefferson County and Poway leaders have similar views
on professional development. They believe it is important to:
(1) create a climate in which ongoing professional development
is viewed as desirable and even prestigious; (2) provide new
knowledge and skills that teachers and administrators want and
need, not the latest fad; (3) relate all professional development
to student learning; and (4) invest substantial resources in such
development. Even courses on management, leadership, and
team building are designed to stimulate work and learning en-
vironments. More specifically, relating professional development
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to classroom instruction focuses the attention of staff on ways
to engage students in learning to think, solve problems, and work
in teams as well as for school staff members to interact as col-
leagues and grow intellectually.

In Poway, for example, school-district leaders required
principals to participate in intensive training on clinical super-
vision and strongly urged them to attend workshops on instruc-
tion for their teachers. In fact, most principals attended several
series of workshops on instruction in order to be present when
different groups of their teachers participated. In this way, prin-
cipals both demonstrated their support for instructional improve-
ment and learned instructional skills themselves. Principals
reported that the training in clinical supervision was invaluable;
it changed the whole tone and effectiveness of their teacher
evaluations by teaching them what to look for and how to deliver
constructive feedback.

Poway school leaders also pride themselves on keeping
up with the latest and best in professional development, draw-
ing from both the world of education and the private sector.
A young Poway teacher taking a graduate education course at
a nearby university noted that for each new technique or prac-
tice introduced in her course, she had not only already heard
about in her district but had been trained in it.

Jefferson County's professional development schools are
being created now and will eventually function as education's
equivalent for new teachers to teaching hospitals. Aided by the
resources of the Gheens Academy, this goal provides an incen-
tive for the schools to create exciting educational environments
that can provide training grounds for new teachers; they are
expected to be exemplars of teaching and administrative prac-
tices. Staff members from these schools have already participated
in the development of a set of visions, goals, and standards for
their schools.

Even in a climate in which workshop attendance, for ex-
ample, is valued by teachers, there are limits to the amount of
time and energy available for professional growth. Both Poway
and Jefferson County's extensive offerings include provision for
release time for teachers time to attend training sessions, to
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review new materials, and to visit other schools. Dade County's
new teachers' contract calls for joint management-labor task
forces to develop a range of professional development programs
including a professional leave bank and a school-based educa-
tional issues forum.

The Political Context: New Coalitions
and New Conceptions of Accountability

Restructuring schools requires building new coalitions of support and
creating new conceptions of accountability.

Building New Alliances. Restructuring requires new kinds
of alliances, some between historical adversaries and others in-
volving partners outside school districts in new ways. Because
restructuring is comprehensive and long term, a superintendent
needs the support of the school board, the teachers' union or
other organization, and the community. Conversely, other
district leaders who initiate restructuring are unlikely to suc-
ceed without the leadership and support of the superintendent.
School boards must approve changes in budgeting processes and
governance. Any significant changes in the roles and respon-
sibilities of teachers quickly runs into conflicts with union con-
tracts. Whether or not restructuring conflicts with union rules.
district leaders recognize the need to both inform and gain the
support of teachers before launching efforts to restructure.

The creation of new alliances and broad-based political
support can be a partnership from the outset or a long, drawn
out process of bargaining and negotiating. Whether the school
board, superintendent, union leadership, advocacy group, or
a foundation initiates the process, each should work to turn it
into a cooperative venture. The parties should agree on goals so
that efforts are not thwarted prematurely as a result of miscom-
munication, mistrust, or unrealistic expectations.

Collaboration between district management and teachers'
unions creates trust among teachers that their interests have been
protected. Dade County exemplifies a cooperative venture be-
tween districts and unions. The superintendent and union head
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of the United Teachers of Dade County jointly created the
School-Based Management/Shared Decision Making program
and negotiated details in advance, including a process for waiv-
ing contract provisions. The recently negotiated contract raises
teacher salaries to perhaps the highest in the country and adds
provisions for leave time for professional development. Poway
is experimenting with a "trust agreement" between district and
union management, based on a handshake rather than a ham-
mered out legal agreement.

School boards have assumed a critical role in promoting
restructuring, from hiring superintendents committed to restruc-
turing to having board members sit on school-site councils. The
trust and flexibility of school boards are essential to restructur-
ing efforts. For example, the flexibility and schedule of school-
based budgeting in Poway do not mesh well with the school
board's annual budget preparation. If the school board did not
have confidence in district and school staff, the process would
fall apart, because schools cannot provide detailed data on ex-
penditures to the board until the end of the school year, after
the board has completed its budget for the following year.

Restructuring has brought new players into local educa-
tional reform. A number of private foundationslocal and
national have become involved in restructuring activities in
a variety of ways. Jefferson County presents a unique collabora-
tion of the local Gheens Foundation, the superi itendent, and
the community. With substantial financial support from Gheens
(reflecting the moral support of the business and civic commu-
nity), district leaders established the JCPS/Gheens Academy. The
growth in size and importance of the Academy, however, could
not have happened with funds alone. It required district leaders
to bring together the political support of the school board,
teachers' union, and parents; it also required the willingness of
district and union leaders to hire a strong reformer and educa-
tional leader to head the Academy.

The report of the Carnegie Forum's Task Force on Teach-
ing as a Profession has had a visible influence; it was referred
to in all three districts. The Matsushita Foundation has been
playing a role behind the scenes providing assistance to restrue-
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turing districts, including Dade and Jefferson Counties, through
a group of consultants and by establishing communication links
between pioneering districts. Similarly, local business com-
munities, universities, and parents are playing much more ac-
tive roles in stimulating and supporting efforts in structural
change.

The impetus for creating new coalitions need not neces-
sarily come from the superintendent. In Jefferson County, for
example, the impetus resulted from a combination of the super-
intendent and the opportunity afforded by the Gheens Foun-
dation.

Restructuring districts also illustrate new kinds of coop-
erative ventures between local universities and school districts.
The Dade Education Compact, a collaboration of Dade County,
the teachers' union, and the University of Miami, has created
a variety of innovative programs including an apprenticeship
program for liberal arts graduates, tuition-free graduate work
for teachers choosing schools where their race is in the minority,
an adjunct faculty program, and a hotline for direct access link-
ing the three organizations.

In Jefferson County, the University of Louisville has as-
signed nine faculty members part time to the Gheens Academy.
The university offers courses through the Academy; for exam-
ple, a course on action research that trains teachers to perform
research in their classroom and publish the results. Cooperation
between Jefferson County and the University of Louisville has
been facilitated by the tenure awarded by the university to the
position of Gheens Academy Director. The Academy and the
university have also received federal and state grants for joint
improvement ventures, including the creation of a center to sup-
port collaborative efforts jointly directed by the director of the
Academy and the dean of the School of Education. Collabora-
tions with other neighboring colleges and universities are also
under way.

Restructuring Accountability. How can school districts tell
if structural change is moving toward the goal set for it? Those
involved in structural change realize that such efforts will die
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prematurely if their future is tied to immediate gains on stan-
dardized achievement tests. Yet people at all levels of a school
system, as well as the public, want and need to know how well
they are doing all the more when they are changing the way
they do things. Teachers experimenting with new approaches
need to know they are successful, just as students need feed-
back on their progress toward learning goals. Because account-
ability is usually discussed in terms of schools and districts, it
is easy to lose sight of the fact that these organizations are made
up of people whose success determines the success of the system.

School districts recognize that a restructuring of schools
to create more productive teaching and learning environments
must be accompanied by a restructuring of accountability to
reflect progress toward this goal. Not surprisingly, restructur-
ing accountability recapitulates many of the themes of restruc-
turing schools: the need for measures that match new goals, for
involvement of teachers in creating criteria for success, and for
the creation of measures that capture complex student outcomes
and go beyond whether schools are complying with the rules.

Districts have taken the first steps to restructure account-
ability. They are striking new kinds of bargains with schools;
in exchange for increased authority and flexibility at the school
level, principals and teachers must demonstrate results. But such
demonstrations rest more on a sense of professional responsibility
than on paper-and-pencil measurements. Based on informed
judgment, teachers and principals document what they are do-
ing and what the results are. In Poway, for example, extensive
training for principals in effective instruction and clinical super-
vision makes them better judges of good teaching practices.

New kinds of accountability are characterized by more
flexibility than in the past: an emphasis on many measures in-
cluding qualitative as well as quantitative, a shift from measures
derived from filling out forms to on-site inspection of teaching
practices, and, most importantly, a focus on the instructional
goals and results of restructuring instead of on compliance with
rules and procedures. The time frame for accountability is also
being redefined more realistically it takes far more than a year
or two or even three to change people's skills and roles. Jeffer-
son County and Poway leaders talk in terms of a ten-year period.
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Leaders are not abandoning test scores and other tradi-
tional measures of results, but neither are they binding them-
selves to measure success solely on the basis of standardized test
scores. District leaders are willing to promise that test scores
will not go down over the next few years, but they are less will-
ing to promise higher scores because the measures are so poorly
matched to the new goals they seek.

At the same time, district leaders are creating account-
ability mechanisms more suited to their restructuring goals. In
Jefferson County, for example, the first step to create such
mechanisms has been to create, with teacher participation, a
document that specifies the visions, beliefs, and standards for
the professional development schools. The document charac-
terizes expectations for results in terms of the working environ-
ment, learning environment, and school staff roles, as well as
student roles and success.

When goals are explicit, results can be measured against
them. Jefferson County district leaders view the development
of assessment instruments and procedures for measuring prog-
ress toward these goals as integral to the development of pro-
fessional development schools.

Jefferson County's approach, and that of other districts,
places accountability in a new light. Rather than a means of
external control, accountability is a vehicle for assessing prog-
ress of interest to all. This does not preclude district leaders
from rewarding success or penalizing failure; in fact, some
rewards and penalties are already built into the restructuring
process for example, removing principals who are unwilling
to share their authority with teachers. But the emphasis is on
a sense of shared professional responsibility for success. In Dade
County, for example, pilot schools create their own formative
evaluation plans with the understanding that summative judg-
ments including standardized tests will not be made or given
during the first three years. At the same time the district tracks
various school-level indicators, including grade-point averages,
detentions, teacher absenteeism, and staff turnover.

The districts are experimenting with a variety of account-
ability devices that rest on professional judgment. Poway is exper-
imenting with peer evaluation for teachers, as well as educating
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principals to make sound judgments and recommendations about
instructional practices. School staff members also participate on
teams that review schools in other districts (and are assessed them-
selves by teams visiting their own schools). Composed of teachers
and administrators, school-review teams began as part of Califor-
nia's School Improvement Program in which each participating
school draws up a three-year improvement plan. In response to
the limited information derived from standardized tests and ad-
ministrative compliance forms, these "quality review" teams now
spend three full days visiting a school, observing classes, inter-
viewing staff members and students, and reviewing documents.

Review teams conduct their review based on the school's
own goals and plan for improvement. Their detailed report goes
to the state, the district, and the school. The report contains
an assessment of each curricular area, characterizing instruc-
tional techniques, materials, and content. It also includes assess-
ments of planning and decision-making processes, school leader-
ship, and staff development. Recommendations for improvement
in each area are also presented. School staffs may not always
agree with the assessments, but they appreciate being judged
by peers. Moreover, those who participate on review teams (for
which they are trained) gain tremendous perspective on their
own schools.

Not incidentally, some aspects of' restructuring have forms
of accountability built into them. In Jefferson County's middle
schools, every teacher is a member of a team, which makes his
or her actions visible to other teachers, in contrast to the usual
closed-door protection. Visibility provides a built-in incentive
to maintain professional standards. Maintaining high standards
and results is also reinforced by the ability of' parents to move
their children from one team (mini-school) to another. As Ray-
id argues in her chapter, the same principle applies when

parents can choose among schools: schools that do not attract
children will not survive.

Lessons from Pioneering Districts

Summary of District Actions. Restructuring school systems
is a complex, time-consuming process. Districts leading these
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efforts are not taking short cuts; they are taking many-leveled
reinforcing actions that fundamentally change relationships be-
tween schools and districts, and ultimately between teachers and
students.

S :hocl districts in the process of restructuring accept the
idea that the status quo is not working and that the current or-
ganizational structures of districts and schools stifles the develop-
ment and exercise of the sound professional judgment necessary
for productive learning. District leaders play powerful roles in
articulating goals and visions for the future, devising strategies
to achieve them, building alliances that support comprehensive
change, and communicating ideas and images of effective teach-
ing and learning environments to district and school staff and
the community.

Leaders of restructuring efforts facilitate change through
a combination of actions: devolving authority, relaxing regula-
tions, encouraging experimentation, and directing resources and
assistance to school staffs. In exchange, districts arc asking
schools to become more professional organizations where teachers
and principals are responsible for creating the conditions that
make more effective teaching and learning possible.

Districts differ considerably in which actions they take
first. But they share the underlying philosophy that restruc-
turing requires many complementary actions sustained over
many years; there is no quick fix or single solutions. They must
all have strong leadership, create new structures, and provide
the support needed by teachers and administrators to change.
Table 7.2, "What Restructuring School Districts Do," summa-
rizes these actions.

As more and more districts initiate change, school-based
management, narrowly defined, threatens to become the "quick
fix" chosen by districts. Lessons from the restructuring efforts
we have described argue for great caution. Productive learning
environments require skilled, dedicated professionals who need
supportive working environments and opportunities for growth
to be effective. School-based management is only one of many
components for achieving this goal; districts must also (a) in-
volve teachers in school decision making, (b) relieve schools from
restrictive rules, and (c) provide administrators and teachers
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Table 7.2. What Restructuring School Districts Do.

Provide Leadership

Make long-term commitment to comprehensive change:
Guided by goals not prescriptions
Characterized by many reinforcing strategies and steps

Communicate goals, guiding images, and information:
Create a language for change and a focus on student learning
Have direct communication between schools and district leaders

Encourage experimentation and risk taking:
Begin with schools that volunteer
Support experimentation with waivers from constraining rules

Demonstrate and promote shared decision making:
Involve all staff in developing educational goals and values
I.imit faculty meetings to items that require immediate action

Create New Organizational Structures

Participate actively in building new alliances:
Make cooperative agreements with teachers' unions
Create new joint ventures with foundations, advocacy groups.
businesses, and universities

Devolve authority to schools and to teachers:
Give schools authority over staffing and materials budgets
Provide incentives for principals to involve teachers in school-site
decisions

Promote creation of new roles, for example:
Teachers as leaders, evaluators. curriculum developers, and facilitators
of student learning
Administrators as facilitators of teachers and as instructional leaders

Develop and demonstrate during the summer new models of:
Restructured programs for staff and students
Support for teachers to develop curriculum and educational materials

Create new forms of accountability that:
Match the comprehensive nature and time line of restructuring
Use many measures, including those defined by schools

Provide Support and Assistance

Provide a broad range of opportunities for professional development such as:
On- and off -site assistance for teachers and administrators
Development sessions that include techniques in management,clinical
supervision, instruction, and content
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Table 7.2. What Restructuring School Districts Do, Coned.

Provide time for staff to assume new roles and responsibilities:
Time for planning, working with colleagues, and school decision
making
Release time for prokssional development activities

Seek supplementary sources of funding and assistance from:
State and federal governments
Local businesses, private foundations, and individuals

with access to new knowledge and skills, as well as the time and
resources to put them to use.

Each school's teachers and administrators will vary in how
much and what kind of assistance they need to create and
judge new learning environments. Some schools will be able to
create effective planning groups, assess their own weaknesses,
develop new approaches, and mobilize staff to implement them
with little more than access to professional development. Others
will need help for one or more of these steps. Still others will
need intensive on-site consulting assistance throughout the
process.

Districts in the vanguard of restructuring are creating new
organizational models for school policymakers as they experi-
ment with balancing central control and school autonomy. They
recognize that structural change will not occur in their schools
without leadership, nurturing, and resources from district lead-
ers. Nor will change dictated from the top effectively restruc-
ture schools unless schools are full partners in creating new
teaching and learning environments.

Implications for State Action. The focus of this chapter
is on the actions school districts take to restructure their schools;
state influences on these districts were not investigated. How-
ever, there are clear parallels between actions districts take to
promote restructuring and actions states can take. District
leaders can inspire and support school change by communicating
to school staffs goals and expectations for results coupled with
giving staffs the authority, flexibility, and skills to reach them.
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Similarly, state leaders can inspire and support district change
through analogous actions.

States have a dual role in promoting structural change:
(1) they can reinforce the goals and actions of restructuring
districts, and (2) they can inspire and assist restructuring efforts
in districts that do not have the leadership or capacity of those
described in this report. Even the exceptional districts described
here have depended on external help from foundations, ad-
vocacy groups, and others sources that cannot possibly help
all 15,000 school districts in the nation.

States can profoundly influence districts and schools by
setting the tone, language, and terms of the discussion about
educational change. The school districts we describe above are
exceptional by definition they are in the .vanguard of struc-
tural change. Most district and school staffs are conditioned to
think of education in terms of uniformity, standardized test
scores, specific learning objectives, prescriptive rules, compliance
monitoring, and discrete programs and approaches. These are
concepts and terms that maintain the status quo and discourage
thinking about new ways of organizing instruction and improv-
ing learning.

States can change the terms of discourse about education
from these deeply ingrained concepts and terms to those of
restructuring: schools as stimulating workplaces and learning
environments, teachers as professionals responsible for the results
of their teaching, students as problem solvers and conceptual
thinkers, restructuring as a continuous process of incorporating
new knowledge, flexibility in exchange for results, and shared
responsibility for learning. In addition to language that com-
municates powerful images symbolically, states can promote
restructuring by providing districts and schools with concrete
images of effective learning environments and outcomes.

But language and images will communicate little if states
continue to send messages on programs and ac .ountability that
contradict the goals of restructuring. States send strong messages
to their districts about the core curriculum, accountability, and
assessment, as well as categorical and other special programs.
These signals need to be aligned with those of restructuring so
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that they together reinforce the same set of goals. If state cur-
ricular goals emphasize the achievement by students of basic
skills and factual knowledge instead of problem-solving and con-
ceptual skills, there will be little room for schools to change what
they do.

States strongly influence what districts do through their
choices of mechanisms for accountability and instruments of
assessment. If these are not consonant with the goals and lan-
guage of restructuring, they will influence district actions far
more than language and imagery. The ways in which states
judge districts and schools will have to expand to include more
varied and performance-oriented measures of student outcomes
and qualitative outcomes and a longer time frame for judgment
if the measures arc to match the goals of restructuring. Just as
restructuring districts are helping schools create new ways of
measuring progress, states may be able to help districts and
schools institute them.

States communicate a vision of effective schools through
the goals, requirements, and monitoring of categorical and other
programs that they oversee. In the past, a multitude of special pro-
grams have sprung up in schools, often to compensate for weak-
nesses in the core educational program. States need to shift their
focus from a fragmented approach to education that rests on en-
forcement of regulations to an approach that strengthens the core
program and provides flexibility to districts and schools in the
ways in which they adapt extra resources to meet their needs.

Obviously, there are limits to what states can change.
Many school programs carry requirements from the federal
government that states merely pass on to districts. (However,
states can request waivers from the federal government as well
as lobby for changes in legislative and regulatory requirements.)
Of great importance, many such requirements are intended to
protect the rights of children and guarantee that opportunities
arc not denied to disadvantaged or handicapped students. States,
however, can greatly increase local flexibility without relaxing
civil rights protections. In fact, states have an obligation to en-
sure that di ;tricts not overlook the schools at the bottom
typically those serving disadvantaged students.
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States have a major role in providing resources to school
districts. Aside from basic funding that maintains, and when
possible increases, teachers' salaries to match their increased
responsibilities, states can help districts restructure by providing
access to training that districts may not have the motivation,
resources, or capacity to provide. For example, states could offer
training for superintendents and school board members in the
concepts and goals of restructuring and in leadership skills.

States can also assist districts by providing information
on research, policy, and experiences of other districts and by
offering to provide on-site consulting experts to facilitate restruc-
turing. Just as districts need to adapt their assistance strategies
to the capacities of each school, states will need to provide train-
ing or on -site assistance in different ways to different districts.

Like districts, states face the challenge of creating an ap-
propriate balance between central control and local autonomya
balance between setting goals, standards, and expectations and
providing districts with enough authority and flexibility to choose
their own paths. States must avoid the trap of stifling change
through shortsightedness, overly restrictive rules, and narrow
measures of success. At the same time, states must ensure that
schools and districts move in constructive directions, without
penalizing students, as they experiment with new approaches
to education.

Restructuring school systems to provide more students
with the skills needed to function productively in society is a
long-term undertaking. School districts that have embarked on
restructuring have discovered the complexity of it and are not
looking for quick solutions. If states do not take actions to sup-
port and reinforce the goals and actions of such districts, schools
will be caught between conflicting signals and expectations and
will be unable to change. If states promote and support the goals
of restructuring through their actions, restructuring districts will
be able to sustain their efforts. Similarly, just as very few in-
dividual schools arc able to change significantly without leader-
ship and support from their districts, most districts will need
inspiration and t ssistance from state educational leaders to
launch and sustain restructuring efforts.

r
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Key Issues Confronting
State Policymakers

Michael Cohen

Despite the enormous number of state educational reform ini-
tiatives enacted since the beginning of this decade, there is a
widespread belief among state educational policymakers that
substantial improvement in the performance of the educational
system is still required. There is also a growing belief that com-
prehensive and fundamental changes in the ways schools operate
will be required in order to accomplish that goal. This is not
because many policymakers believe that the reforms previously
enacted have failed. Rather, it is because policymakers, along
with many educational and business leaders, increasingly rec-
ognize that the demands on the educational system far outstrip
its capacity to respond and will continue to do so as long as
schools remain in their current form. Consequently, a band-
wagon for restructuring schools is slowly taking shape, and it
shows all signs of moving rapidly through the states in coming
years.

"Restructurine .,chools" is frequently an ill-defined phrase,
often connoting some mix of enhanced professional status for
teachers or fewer regulations and more discretion for schools.
For most state policymakers, however, the essense of restruc-
turing involves altering authority and accountability systems
(National Governors' Assocation, 1986). They view restructuring
as trading off increased decision-making authority for educators
in exchange for both significant improvements in and account-
ability for student performance.

251 '
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This chapter provides an overview of issues on restruc-
turing from a state-level perspective. It examines why state
policymakers will increasingly direct educational reform initia-
tiv,!s toward a restructuring of the educational system, and what
structural arrangements at the school and district level will re-
quire significant change. It analyzes the resources and tools
available to states to lead this effort, as well as the limitations
states will need to overcome in order to succeed. Finally, it sug-
gests a strategy that states can take to accomplish this goal.

The State Context: Why Are State Policymakers
Interested in Restructuring the Educational System?

State educational policymaking occurs in a national con-
text. The publication of A Nation Prepared (Carnegie Task Force
on Teaching as a Profession, 1986) and Time for Results (Na-
tional Governors' Association, 1986) began to focus the atten-
tion of state educational policymakers on an agenda for restruc-
turing schools. Subsequently, the findings of these reports have
been reinforced by a series of other reports, conferences, proj-
ects, and other activities initiated by the national membership
organizations serving state policymakers in education, as well
as a variety of other organizations. These activities in no way
reflect a national consensus about the purpose or details of re-
structuring. Their cumulative effect, however, is to make legiti-
mate the need for continuing educational reform and to shape
the nature of policy discussions within many states. The fact
that organizations such as the National Governors' Associaton,
the National Association of State Boards of Education, the
Education Commission of the States, the National Conference
of State Legislatures and the Council of Chief State School
Officers arc holding meetings and publishing reports about
school restructuring is significant, for these organizations are
frequently the most important information sources for state
policymakers (Cohen, 1985). For state policymakers asking how
to improve education, the answer provided by their primary
national information sources is: "Restructure!"

Education has been on most state policy agendas for a
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number of years. Yet conversations with elected officials sug-
gest that they continue to see strong public support for educa-
tional reform. Further, policymakers now see education in a
somewhat broader context than in the past. The same demo-
graphic, fiscal, and economic forces that continue to focus policy-
makers' attention on education also bring to the forefront issues
such as childcare and preschool education, the treatment and
prevention of substance abuse, adult education and worker
retraining, teen pregnancy, and welfare reform (for example,
National Governors' Association, 1987a). In short, educational
reform is increasingly seen as part of a larger agenda of human
resource development by states that is taking shape in the face
of increased international economic competition, a shrinking
pool of new workers, and a pressing need to break the negative
effects on families caught in a continuing cycle of poverty. This
has several implications for how policymakers view and define
educational issues.

Policymakers recognize that these broader social and
economic concerns are part of an interrelated set of long-term
problems. While they approach these issues with a sense of
urgency, they are generally not looking for quick solutions.
Rather, education is seen as a critical part of a prevention
system, one that must equip individuals with knowledge, skills,
and enough experiences of success to engender healthy self-
concepts and other attitudes. In this context, the educational
system's relative effectiveness and ability to support effectively
the efforts of other prevention programs such as preschool educa-
tion or day care are increasingly being called into question. In
addition, policymakers are coming to understand that successful
social and human service programs, including education, de-
pend upon local initiative and leadership, sustained and diffuse
personal relationships between service providers and their clients,
and the ability to tailor services and responses to the needs of
individual clients and their families (Schoor, 1988). Such are
generally not prominent features of state bureaucracies. Con-
sequently, state policymakers inside and outside of education
are increasingly receptive to ideas that propose trading flexibility
for street-level bureaucrats in exchange for better results, which
is a common theme of restructuring.
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Budgets matter as well. From 1980 to 1987, state educa-
tional expenditures increased by $16.5 billion nationally, a rise
in real terms of 26 percent (National Governors' Association,
1987b). While there is likely to be support for continued ex-
pansion of educational expenditures, there arc also forces at work
resisting such expansion. In many states policymakers are ex-
pressing increased concern over accountability, asking if invest-
ments made in previous years arc paying off in terms of per-
formance. Future increases are likely to be contingent upon at
least the availability of a performance-based accountability
system that can provide answers to this question, if not on
demonstrable improvements in performance. Education will
clearly be competing for additional state dollars with the other
social service, human-service and human-resource development
programs mentioned above. Policymakcrs will he forced to
choose among investments with some relatively immediate eco-
nomic payoffs, such as job training and retraining; those with
some medium term payoffs, such as elementary and secondary
education; and those with some longer term payoffs, such as
preschool education. In this environment, policymakers will be
increasingly receptive to reform proposals that either are low-
cost or promise large gains in productivity. Redistributing au-
thority to make improvements (another common theme of re-
structuring) will. undoubtedly. be seen in some instances as a
substitute for allocating additional dollars.

In short, the national dialogue about education and demo-
graphic, economic, and fiscal forces impinging on states are com-
bining to create a "second wave" of educational reform around
school restructuring. In order to better understand what this
means for states and educational systems, a sharper view of the
challenges facing the educational system is needed.

The Challenge for Public Education

The challenges facing the educational system today are
fundamentally different from those addressed before, even in
recent years. As recently as a decade ago, the overriding de-
mand on schools was to increase the number of students who
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mastered basic skills such as reading and computing. Because
of changes in the U.S. economy, maintaining a high standard
of living in the future will increasingly require a workforce with
greater intellectual competence and flexibility. These traits must
be broadly distributed throughout the workforce; they will be
important for line workers as well as for senior-level managers
and executives.

While the precise nature of the connection between eco-
nomic productivity and the skill level of the workforce is a mat-
ter of much debate, there are two lines of analysis that support
the need for larger numbers of well-educated workers. One,
typified by Workforce 2000 (Hudson Institute, 1987), argues that
employment opportunities for low-skilled workers are being
eliminated, whereas jobs requiring higher skill levels are expand-
ing. A second line of analysis (for example, Murnane, 1988)
argues that, regardless of such labor market projections, a more
highly skilled workforce will permit more effective forms of work
organization and management, such as participatory manage-
ment. These approaches can result in more efficient adaptation
to and incorporation of new technologies into the production
process and significant productivity gains. Both of these lines
of analysis suggest a focus away from conventional notions of
basic skills and toward a more rigorous conception of intellec-
tual competence.

More specifically, students will need a substantial knowl-
edge base as well as higher-order cognitive skills. Such skills
include the ability to communicate complex ideas, analyze and
solve complex problems, identify order and find direction in an
ambiguous and uncertain environment, and think and reason
abstractly. Because workers in the future will experience rapid
changes in both work technologies and jobs themselves, students
also will be required to develop the capacity to learn new skills
and tasks quickly. This will require a thorough understanding
of different subject matters and an ability to apply this knowledge
in creative and imaginative ways, in novel contexts, and in col-
laboration with others.

Even dramatic improvements in the proportion of students
who master routine basic skills would only result in a still - widen-
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ing mismatch between the skills of the workforce and the skill
demands of the workplace. Consequently, the demand on schools
is now shifting from simply increasing the number of graduates
with basic skills to both increasing the proportion of students who
graduate and improving the intellectual capabilities of graduates.

Currently, only a small percentage of high school grad-
uates have acquired and mastered the knowledge and higher-
order skills they will need in the workforce. Because most high
school graduates acquire only a rudimentary set of basic reading
and computation skills, they are ill equipped to handle even
moderately complex tasks in the workplace. For example, the
1984 National Assessment of Educational Progress showed that
slightly more than 60 percent of seventeen-year-old students lack
the ability to find, understand, summarize, and explain relatively
complicated information, including information about topics
they study in school (National Assessment of Educational Prog-
ress, 1985). Often, they do not have the reading comprehen-
sion skills needed in higher education or business environments.
The same assessment showed that typically only 15 to 25 per-
cent of eleventh graders could respond adequately to a writing
task, depending upon the nature of the particular task. The over-
whelming majority of eleventh graders could not write a brief
passage well enough to accomplish their writing objective (Apple-
bee, Langer, and Mullins, 1986).

While these low average performan._T levels are distress-
ing enough, they mask large and persistent achievement gaps
between subgroups of students. Students who arc black or His-
panic, or who come from poor families or rural or disadvan-
taged urban areas, consistently perform less well than do others.
For example, the average reading proficiency of black and His-
panic seventeen-year-old students is roughly the same as that
of thirteen-year-old white students. And though approximately
45 percent of white seventeen-year-olds have acquired adept
reading skills, the same is true for only 16 to 20 percent of black
and Hispanic students (National Assessment of Educational
Progress, 1985).

Further, roughly 25 percent of eighteen- to nineteen-year-
olds and 15 percent of twenty-four-year olds nationally have not
completed high school and presumably are considerably less
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skilled than most of their age cohort (Stern, 1987). These drop-
outs are drawn disproportionately from the ranks of poor and
minority youngsters. This suggests that the achievement gaps
between minority and nonminority youth are even larger when
the entire cohort of school-age youth, rather than just current
students, is considered.

These achievement gaps are not new; they have been of
concern for some time. What gives this issue more urgency to-
day is that the percentage of students who are at risk of poor
academic performance or dropping out altogether those drawn
from poor and minority backgrounds represents an increas-
ing share of both the school population and our future workforce.
Thus, society cannot continue to write off this segment of the
population; the future well-being of this country depends fun-
damentally upon their educational success.

In short, the nature, level, and distribution of the educa-
tional outcomes of students must change significantly. The power
of schools to retain students must improve so that virtually all
students at least complete high school. The proportion of students
who master higher-order thinking skills must increase dramati-
cally. In addition, it is not enough to raise the average perfor-
mance levels of students; the proportion of students from poor
and minority backgrounds who acquire higher-order skills must
increase substantially as well.

There is the further problem that the required gains in
student outcomes are proportionately greater than the likely in-
creases in educational expenditures, even if funding increases
continue at the pace of the past several years. Since 1983-1984,
expenditures in education have grown more than 25 percent.
(National Governors' Association, 1987a). The state share of
expenditures in elementary and secondary schooling now ex-
ceeds 50 percent nationally (Stern, 1987). Investments also must
be made in early childhood, higher education, and worker re-
training programs, among others, to respond to the same eco-
nomic and demographic challenges.

In consequence, the productivity of the education system
must increase dramatically. Schools need to educate more stu-
dents to considereably higher levels of achievement and need to
use their resources more effectively in doing so.

0
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Restructuring the Educational System: Critical Issues

Few would argue that so sweeping a challenge can be ad-
dressed adequately through incremental changes in schooling
practices. Indeed, by calling for a fundamental restructuring of
the educational system in reports such as A ATation Prepared and
Time for Results, political, business, and educational leaders have
recognized that the traditional structure and organization of
schools are not well suited for the new demands they face. Typical
instructional arrangements are more appropriate for teaching
students basic skills than for helping them acquire more complex
cognitive skills. Also, as currently organized, staffing arrange-
ments and scheduling practices leave relatively little time for teach-
ers to prepare for instruction, review student work, or engage
in substantial, personal interaction with students. There is even
less time and opportunity to develop collegial working relations
among faculty members, relations important for both professional
development and school improvement. Consequently, school im-
provement efforts initiated within the existing school structure,
such as effective schools programs, may demonstrate some success
in increasing basic reading and mathematical skills, but they can-
not approach the productivity gains ultimately required.

This section discusses specific issues at the school building,
local school district, and state levels that must be addressed and
resolved in order to move from the rhetoric to the reality of
restructured schools.

Two key assumptions provide the starting point for the
following analysis. First is the assumption that the primary ra-
tionale for restructuring schools lies in the need to improve the
productivity of the educational system in general, and, in par-
ticular, student acquisition of higher-order thinking skills. It
should be acknowledged, however, that others advocate restruc-
turing schools primarily to enhance other values, namely either
teacher professionalism or parental and student choice. In this
analysis, those issues arc treated largely as instrumental con-
siderations rather than necessarily desirable ends. The extent
to which either one is promoted is dependent upon the contribu-
tion it makes to the overriding goal of improving the educa-
tional outcomes of students.

C
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The second assumption is that improving educational pro-
ductivity requires a restructuring of the entire educational system
and not just the schools. The structure and process of gover-
nance and control at the state and local levels must be read-
justed to accommodate and support necessary changes in the
organization and management of instruction in schools and
classrooms. Accomplishing this requires first an analysis of
needed changes in instruction and then an examination of the
educational system to identify further changes at the school,
district, and state levels that also must be made.

Currently, most discussions about restructuring schools
involve some mix of ideas about increased school-site manage-
ment and autonomy, more flexibility and variability in the
organization of schools, greater teacher participation in school
decision making, decentralization of decision making, and de-
regulation of schooling. While each of' these ideas, and others,
properly belong in a discussion on restructuring schools, rarely
if ever are they related in any clear way to improved school pro-
ductivity or student acquisition of skills. Until such connections
are made, it will be difficult to build political or policy support
for initiatives to restructure schools and even morc 'fficult to
know how to go about doing so.

School-Level Issues

Helping all students acquire higher-order skills requires
a curriculum that engages students in rigorous and challenging
work. Particularly for students from disadvantaged backgrounds,
who arc prone to academic failure and dropping out, the curricu-
lum also must be structured to provide opportunities for frequent
success in order to enhance each student's sense of self-worth
and competence. Further, schools must provide an environment
in which students receive personal attention so that they feel
that someone cares about them personally and corsequently are
able to form a positive attachment to the school.

The primary issues to be resolved at the school level have
to do with identifying structural and organizational features of
schools that need to he altered in order to accomplish this. Put
somewhat differently, educators and policymakers alike need a
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map, or a vision, of what restructured schools might look like.
This is especially critical when one considers that much of the
work, and even more of the decision making, that will go into
restructuring schools will be done by educators at the school
level.

What features of schools need to be altered? A starting
point are the conditions of instruction known to be related to
student learning. These include educational goals, the structure
of knowledge, instructional tasks and activities, instructional
group size and composition, and instructional time.

Educational Goals. What students learn is at least partly
a function of what schools are expected to teach them. To a con-
siderable extent, instructional goals are determined by state and
local school boards and the tests used to assess school and stu-
dent performance. Be'cause these measures continue to empha-
size basic skills and minimize higher-order skills, instructional
goals and student learning will fall short of what is needed.
Therefore, state and local school boards must establish clear goals
reflecting student acquisition of higher-order skills and invest
in the development of assessment devices that both reflect and
measure those goals.

Structure of Knowledge. The way knowledge is organized
into school curricula has a significant impact on what students
learn. For example, in many high school science courses, the
curriculum emphasizes breadth over iepth of coverage. Con-
sequently, students may be exposed to what are little more than
vocabulary lessons in thirty-four different units of physics, rather
than concentrating on a half dozen or so concepts in a way that
would enable them to learn how physicists approach and solve
problems.

For a further example, elementary reading instruction is
typically organized around discrete skills for decoding, acquir-
ing vocabulary, or comprehension. The assumption is that skills
are hierarchical in nature and that the curriculum must first help
students master the simpler "basic" skills before they proceed
to acquire "higher-order" skills. Therefore, youngsters who

4
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do not master the basic skills along with their peers are pro-
vided remedial instruction, generally in the form of additional
drill and practice in the basics.

A growing body of research in cognitive psychology and
related fields suggests that this mode of operation may be quite
flawed (Resnick, 1987). In fact, studies demonstrate that skilled
readers, even at the early elementary grades, are able to com-
prehend what they read not simply because they have acquired
the basics, but because they intuitively and automatically rely
on what we think of as higher-order skills. As they read, they
actively draw on their own knowledge, and ask questions and
make inferences about the printed text. According to this emerg-
ing view, improving the reading skills of poor readers requires
far less in the way of drill and practice on the basics and far
more in the way of experiences that cultivate students' thinking
and reasoning skills.

Instructional Tasks and Activities. To a considerable ex-
tent at the secondary school level, and somewhat less in elemen-
tary school, instruction takes the form of lecture and recitation
during which an entire class is focused on the same content and
engaged in the same activities. This method effectively forces
all students to move through the curriculum at the same pace,
regardless of differences in their rates of learning. It encourages
teachers to use question-and-answer strategies that emphasize
brief and unambiguously correct answers from students, and
limits student engagement in active learning (Bossert, 1979).
Alternative teaching strategies that emphasize student choice
between a selection of activities or cooperative small groups of
students working on long-term projects can be more respon-
sive to differences in student interests and achievement levels.
At the same time they can provide opportunities for all students
to become meaningfully engaged in rea-onably complex and
demanding learning tasks and gain practice working coopera-
tively with others.

Instructional Group Size and Composition. There is con-
siderable evidence that student achievement is affected by the

't



262 Restructuring Schools

size and composition of each learning group (for example, Glass
and Smith, 1979; Bossert, Dwyer, Rowan, and Lee, 1982).
Grouping practices class size, student assignment to classes,
and the creation of instructional groups within classes make
a difference in student achievement. This is also true of track-
ing practices in secondary schools (Alexander and McDill, 1975;
Oakes, 1985). They determine the curriculum, the social en-
vironment in which a student learns, the pace of instruction,
and a host of other learning conditions. Further, the way in-
structional groups are typically formed in elementary schools
twenty -five students in a class, three to five ability groups per
class are neither the only forms of grouping nor necessarily
the most effective. There is strong evidence that suggests that
alternative forms, such as heterogeneous groups combined with
cooperative reward structures and peer tutoring, can work well
(Slavin, 1985). One can imagine a variety of arrangements that
can be more effective, such as large lecture classes for some
material balanced with small group projects for other material,
individual student work on computers or other technologies, or
extensive use of peer tutoring, which creates instructional groups
of only two students and capitalizes on rather than eliminates
variation in student achievement and ability levels.

Instructional Time. Time is a critical structural feature
of schooling (Denham and Lieberman, 1980). It is pt -haps the
most important instructional resource. As a structural feature,
time defines the basic organization of schools and instruction.
The school year, the school day, the class schedule, the cur-
riculum, graduation requirements, and even the progression of
students from one learning opportunity or setting to the next,
are all defined by fixed blocks of time and set by state or local
policy or regulation. Consequently, time is treated as a fixed
resource. All students are expected to learn at the same rate and
complete their learning at the same time. Yet we know that
students learn at varying rates. Within classrooms, treating time
as a fixed resource means that some students arc routinely bored
while waiting for their classmates to catch up. Others must move
on to the next unit before mastering the current material. In-
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evitably, these students fall further and further behind their
peers. Treating time as a fixed resource means that some stu-
dents, across courses and grade levels, experience the cumulative
loss of opportunities to master needed skills. Consequently, by
the time students complete or otherwise leave school, there is
tremendous variability in their levels of knowledge and skills.
In contrast to such organization of learning are outcomes-based
education and mastery learning, in which student performance
standards are treated as fixed but the amount of time and num-
ber of opportunities students have to reach standards can vary.

This is not a complete list of instructional conditions that
affect student learning, but it does illustrate several points. First,
it is possible to identify key aspects of the organization of in-
struction that affect pedagogical practices and student learning.
Second, for each of these aspects, there is a basis in research
and experience that can serve as a starting point for the design
and implementation of new structural arrangements of educa-
tion. Third, it is virtually impossible to change just one com-
ponent at a time; they function integrally. Any substantial
change to one requires and permits changes in the others at
the same time. Therefore, improving school productivity and
student learning demands that schools be restructured substan-
tially.

Enough is known from research in effective schools to
demonstrate that technical improvements in the organization
of instructional and other school resources are necessary but not
sufficient steps to realize the desired gains in student achieve-
ment (Purkey and Smith, 1983; Cohen, 1983). Schools, after
all, arc social institutions, and their culture, norms, expecta-
tions, and mechanisms for involving teachers and students in
their work are critical to their success. Further, the circumstances
of schools, even within a single district, vary considerably.
Schools differ in their mix of students and staff, in the charac-
teristics of the communities they serve, and in their past attempts
at innovation and improvement. From this point of view, schools
require considerable autonomy to allow for the most sensible
fit between particular forms of instructional organization, cur-
rent practices, existing staff capabilities, and student and corn-

es.
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munity needs. Therefore, inventing a new set of structural ar-
rangements to be applied uniformly in all schools would not
suffice. Rather, schools must be able to form and adjust their
own structures and processes as needed.

This approach has several implications. First, decisions
about the most productive forms of instructional organization
need to be made close to the act of instruction by teachers and
principals at the school level. Second, if decisions about instruc-
tional organization are to be made at the school level, other
related decisions must also be made at that level. These include,
for example, staffing arrangements, decision-making processes,
staff and organizational development needs, and curriculum
selection and development. Allowing schools the leeway to make
decisions in these areas requires that resources devoted to these
activities be allocated to the school as well.

New instructional and organizational arrangements will
mean new roles for teachers and new staffing arrangements. For
example, creating smaller instructional groups, allowing variable
time for student mastery and progress, or creating interdisci-
plinary curricula cannot readily be accomplished in schools in
which a teacher's role is defined as responsibility for only a par-
ticular subject or for large groups of students. Rather, these new
instructional arrangements will require greater use of team
teaching and other forms of collaboration and coordination.
Similarly, increased responsibilities for school staff in planning,
decision making, professional development, and school improve-
ment also will require new roles for and frequent interaction
among teachers.

It will be critical to find time for teachers to assume these
new roles and responsibilities. This will not be easy, given the
way schools are currently organized. At present, schedules for
teachers largely match the school day of students (though the
teaching day is generally somewhat longer) and, despite the allot-
ment of "preparation" time for teachers, rarely are there signif-
icant amounts of time during which teachers can interact with
one another or with small numbers of students. Consequently,
additional staff time, as well as new ways of organizing teachers'
use of existing time, must be found.
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In all probability, some of this time can be obtained only
with additional resources for more staff, for a longer school day
or year, or both. However, it may also be possible to find more
effective ways to use existing staff resources, such as prepara-
tion periods, in-service training time, or the time of adminis-
trators such as department chairs or assistant principals. Further,
it will be important to look for ways to use less expensive
resources, such as paraprofessionals, volunteers, peer tutors, and
instructional technologies, whenever possible so that each teach-
er's time can be used more productively.

School District Issues

The school district creates the context in which schools
operate. In most instances, this context places primary emphasis
throughout the system on the degree to which school practice
complies with district policy. When district policy determines
the allocation of instructional time, the amount of homework
to be assigned, the number and length of teacher preparation
periods, the curricular and instructional materials to be used,
the number and timing of in-service days, and the like, some
of the most important instructional decisions are being made
at the district level. Teachers arid building administrators then
assume the role of implementing a set of procedures designed
elsewhere.

At the heart of redefining the role of the local district
should be a reorientation of schools toward performance, rather
than procedure, in which the district provides enabling tools
and resources rather than constraints. The primary orientation
of school staff should be to make judgments about how to select,
organize, and use available resources to achieve desired educa-
tional ends. In such an arrangement, interaction between the
central district office and individual schools would focus mainly
on whether schools are achieving district goals, rather than
whether they are following district guidelines (Smith and Purkey,
1985; Corcoran. 1987).

Local district functions must be carefully examined and
revised if needed change is to occur. The precise nature of these
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changes remains to be seen; it is reasonable to expect that new
arrangements will differ widely depending upon district size and
other characteristics. Nonetheless, it is possible to identify several
broad issues that must be addressed by all school districts.

First, many functions typically performed at the central
office level, uniformly affecting all schools, should be either
delegated to or shared with individual schools. In most districts,
responsibility for goal setting, curriculum development, textbook
selection, grouping and tracking policies, personnel policies, and
resource allocation are typically lodged with the school board
and are uniform for all schools in the district. Leg;11 authority
for such policy decisions appropriately belongs with the school
board. However, the standardization of these practices for all
schools, without regard to variations in local circumstances, is
often incompatible with the discretion required by schools in
order to improve educational productivity. Consequently, dis-
tricts and schools need to sort out which responsibilities and
authority can be assigned to the individual school and which
must remain at the central office level.

Moving in this direction will require districts to carefully
balance competing pressures for centralized control and local
autonomy. For example, though it is desirable for individual
school buildings to have sufficient flexibility to select instruc-
tional materials well suited to their particular students and well
matched to their instructional strategies. it is also desirable for
students especially in large districts to be able to move from
one neighborhood and school to another without finding entirely
different textbooks and other instructional materials. Further,
while the presumption is that increased school autonomy will
result in instructional practices better suited to the needs of the
school's clientele and therefore to higher performance levels by
all students, in practice this will not always be the case. In some
instances, educators may lack either the knowledge and skills
to apply the best practices or the inclination to serve all students.
Therefore, mechanisms will need to he established that both pro-
mote diversity and retain some common features among schools.
Establishing districtwidc goals and performance measures for
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which each building is accountable could be one such approach.
However, developing assessment tools that faithfully reflect
shared goals and, at the same time, permit varied curriculum
materials will prove to be enormously difficult. Also, local school
boards will need to develop intervention strategies for schools
that fail to meet desired performance levels, without prematurely
punishing desirable risk taking and experimentation. At pres-
ent, no models exist for the new accountability arrangements
that will he required. Therefore, districts will have to consider
a number of strategies and arrangements to assure the proper
balance between autonomy and centralized control.

For example, schools could be responsible for establishing
annual goals within the context of district goals. Schools could
have the authority to determine their own instructional policies,
decide how best to group students for instruction, organize in-
structional time, select and use textbooks and other instructional
materials, and control the resources required to perform these
functions. The local school board and central office,' in turn,
might require the school to submit annual goals and plans for
accomplishing them. The district would be responsible for re-
viewing and approving the plans, providing technical assistance
and training to support the school planning process, monitor-
ing implementation, and evaluating its effectiveness. This ar-
rangement would require that responsibility, authority, and
resources be given the schools, with the central office's respon-
sibility shifting largely to supporting and evaluating school efforts
and assuming a more directive role only where necessary.

School decision making and governance patterns must
change as well. Providing greater discretion at the school level
also should involve broader participation by schools in decision
making, so that both teachers and parents participate mean-
ingfully in shaping the school's program.

As indicated above, giving teachers greater discretion with
respect to the organization of instruction is a key component
of school restructuring. This does not mean more autonomy for
teachers behind the closed door of the classroom. Teachers arc
interdependent. In order for schools to be effective, teachers
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must make decisions collegially. This is especially true when
the task involves creating more flexible instructional arrange.
ments and new roles for school staff; these are decisions that
must be worked out by the staff as a whole. The challenge for
school districts is to create organizational structures in which
school-level decision making can proceed effectively and efficiently,
and in which teachers can play a significant role in administrative
and management decisions that have important instructional
consequences. At the same time, teachers must retain a primary
focus on classroom teaching so that their energies are not dis-
sipated trying to manage the entire school.

One of the primary benefits of school discretion is the
ability of the school, within the context of state and local goals,
to shape a unique and coherent school mission and culture that
responds to the needs of its particular clients. Providing greater
discretion and empowering teachers to make decisions at the
school level requires that parents and community members also
be given a greater voice in school decision making (Raywid,
this volume). The issue here goes well beyond the benefits of
parental involvement for the academic performance of their
children. Rather, it recognizes that the public especially but
not exclusively parents must have a way of shaping decisions
over the focus and mission of a school. In public agencies such
as schools, it is not appropriate for questions about fundamen-
tal values to be resolved exclusively by the professional staff.
While local school boards have historically performed this func-
tion, their capacity to serve as the exclusive method of lay par-
ticipation in decision making will be diminished if a greater share
of decision making is moved from the school district to the in-
dividual schools.

Consequently, school districts will need to establish school-
level governance organizations, such as a school council com-
posed of teachers, administrators, parents, and community
members. Districts must determine the scope of authority for
these organizations and help work out ways to make increased
professional participation and greater community involvement
mutually reinforcing.

Granting greater school autonomy and enhanced influence
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to teachers and parents is only part of the changes required by
the school district. When more autonomous schools take on truly
distinct cultures and orientations, both students and staff will
need greater choice in the school they attend or in which they
work. In this way, the appropriate match of staff strengths, client
preferences and needs, and school mission can be achieved.
Therefore, districts also may want to consider altering tradi-
tional practices for assigning students and staff to schools. Rather
than assigning students based on where they live, districts could
permit students and their parents to select the school of their
choice. Similarly, teachers also could have greater choice over
their schools, to permit a better fit between each teacher's own
style, skills, and philosophy and the school in which tie or she
works. Greater choice for both students and staff should create
more widespread commitment to and support for a school's
mission.

The nature of local district personnel policies and prac-
tices must change as well. Internship and induction programs
for beginning teachers must be established to provide support
and help them master both classroom and school roles. Teacher
evaluation systems, which currently assess how well teachers
demonstrate specific behaviors and instructional practices, should
instead focus on how well they are able to make appropriate
instructional decisions and judgments in order to accomplish
results with their students.

The role of the collective bargaining process in promoting
school restructuring needs to be examined as well. Evidence on the
impact of collective bargaining suggests that unions have served
to increase the extent of bureaucratic control by making the work
of teaching more rationalized and more highly specified and in-
spected and by increasing the number and specificity of rules
determining work roles and conditions (Kerchncr, 1986). How-
ever, there are recent experiments, such as in Dade County.
Florida, and Rochester, New York, in which collective bargaining
has been used to promote greater flexibility in schools. In Toledo,
Ohio, the teachers' union used collective bargaining to introduce
rigorous peer review procedures in which senior teachers review
and evaluate probationary teachers (Darling-Hammond, 1984).
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The foregoing arc illustrative of the range of current
policies and practices that will need to be reviewed in order to
promote school restructuring. Equally important is a recon-
sideration of local control and leadership. Over the past decade
and a half, local school board authority has been eroded as a
result of federal legislation, court actions, collective bargaining
agreements, and, most recently, state initiatives. As a recent
study by the Institute for Educational Leadership (1986) shows,
local school boards frequently spend the bulk of their time on
crisis management or operational details and engage infrequently
in systematic planning, policy development, or oversight. Gen-
erally, local school boards lack strong connections to local gov-
ernment, political cultures, and business and civic groups.

These conditions, together with the demands made by
restructuring schools, point to the need for developing new con-
ceptions of local control and leadership. Successfully restruc-
turing the educational system and providing greater discretion
to individual schools must occur in a policy framework that
establishes long-range goals, attracts and retains high-quality
personnel, assures that resources are adequately targeted to
students with greatest need, and generally makes success at the
school level possible. Further, it requires ongoing oversight and
assessment to determine whether goals are being accomplished
and policies arc having their intended effects.

Strengthened local leadership involves more than a pro-
active policymaking approach. It also requires development of
mechanisms fOr strengthening ties to the local community and
strong advocacy for education and youth. In addition, it requires
the capacity to broaden the constituency and support base for
education, promote widespread community understanding of
the needs of the educational system, marshal needed resources
fOr the schools, and establish linkages with parents and members
of the community at large to support and strengthen the instruc-
tional program.

Implications for the State's Role in Erb,cation

Changes at the school and district levels will require
changes at the state level as well. In part, this will entail the

4,
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development of new policies as well as new strategies of influence.
It will also require states to rethink their role and orientation
toward local school systems.

Challenges to States

The p:irnary challenge facing states is to decide ways to
bring about the changes in local practices described above. While
states have a history of attempting to influence local educational
practices, most recently as part of the "first wave" of educational
reform earlier in this decade, the challenge this time is quite
different. Meeting this challenge will, in all likelihood, require
changes in states' leadership roles, strategies of influence, and
policy tools that cumulatively are at least as great as the changes
required of practitioners and local policymakers. This is so for
several reasons.

Firt, previous attempts by states to change local school
practices have frequently taken the form of requiring educational
services for new populationssuch as special education, compen-
satory education, bilingual education or higher standards for
existing programs and services. In the case of services for new
populations, the target populations have been reasonably well
defined, and the desired responses have typically been the provi-
sion of additional services or programs, which could be grafted
more or less readily onto the existing system. By now, state and
local capacity in these areas arc reasonably well defined. Local
districts know how to design, administer, and implement such
new programs, and states have experience with the policy tools
required to initiate them, such as mandates and categorical pro-
grams (McDonnell and Elmore, 1987). These same state policy
tools and local capacities also served, reasonably well, the "first
wave" of educational reform in this decade, when states required
additional course offerings or higher performance standards for
students, teachers, and local school districts (Clune, 1989). How-
ever, mandates or financial inducements to provide new programs
or services arc not well designed to foster more fundamental
changes in the management, authority structures, resource alloca-
tion patterns, or technologies of existing programs and practices,
especially on the comprehensive scale involved in restructuring.

2 t.0



272 Restructuring Schools

The limited evidence available based on the early experi-
ence of schools, districts, and states involved in restructuring
(David, 1988; Elmore, 1988) suggests that restructuring at the
local level requires new visions and beliefs about educational
practice, high degrees of trust among local school boards, ad-
ministrators, and teachers' organizations, and a willingness in
these actors to take substantial risks together. It also requires
a sophisticated strategy and a range of new practices for foster-
ing staff involvement and participation, supporting and encour-
aging risk taking among educators at the school level, and work-
ing out new accountability arrangements. It requires a gradual
redefinition of roles and responsibilities of virtually all actors
in the system. Also, importantly, it requires sustained assistance
and training for local educators to develop the talents and skills
required in their new roles.

In short, the lessons from early restructuring efforts sug-
gest that political will and organizational capacity for change
at the local district level are critical preconditions for, and con-
tinuing ingredients of, successful restructuring. States can neither
create nor support such will or such capacity simply through
the development of mandates that require local compliance nor
through the provision of resources to pay for the incremental
costs of the change process. Rather, states will require policy
tools and strategies of influence that are better suited to modi-
fying the culture and capacities of local districts and the knowl-
edge, skills, and talents of individual educators.

Political and organizational obstacles at the local level have
parallels at the state level as well. While the impulses behind
restructuring are attractive to state policymakers, marshaling
support for needed changes will be problematical. This is partly
due to the inherent complexity and therefore ambiguity of
the concept of restructuring. The legislative implications of
restructuring are particularly unclear. Beyond calling for the
creation of pilot programs which are already underway in
Arkansas, Massachusetts, Maine, North Carolina and Washing-
ton state advocates of restructuring have had a difficult time
translating the radical changes called for at the local school-
distict level into equally ambitious initiatives at the state level.



Key Issues Confronting State Policymakers 273

I will indicate below a package of steps for a state agenda, but
they are admittedly difficult to build a legislative package around.
Further, the fiscal implications of restructuring are still unclear.
Many of the costs are difficult to determine clearly, largely
because the specific actions required at any level are difficult
to describe in concrete terms (McGuire and Augenblick, 1988).
The costs that are easiest to anticipate are continued increases
in teacher salaries, partly to make teaching a more attractive
profession and partly because political demands for salary in-
creases would be present even without a call fo:- restructuring.
In the past, salary and other increases in educational expen-
ditures could be achieved politically by linking them to readily
understandable educational improvements, such as higher stan-
dards. Linking them now to vague notions of restructuring may
be a far more difficult task.

States will have to confront limitations of organizational
capacity as well. For the most part, the primary functions of
state education agencies have been the administration of federal
programs and monitoring local compliance with state regula-
tions. The organization of state education agencies reflects fed-
eral policy priorities more than it does the administrative re-
quirements of school improvement. Also, though data arc difficult
to find in this area, a good deal of the operating budget of state
education agencies comes from federal funds. However, success-
ful state leadership of restructuring efforts will require a far
different orientation from that of current state education agen-
cies. In particular, states will need to become far more sophis-
ticated than most presently arc in developing and using indicator
and other information systems to both guide state policy develop-
ment and stimulate and inform local improvement efforts (Kaa-
gan, 1988; Cohen, 1988). They will also require enhanced capa-
bilities for providing technical assistance to local districts and
schools; capabilities oriented more toward helping local educators
define problems and devise imaginative solutions than toward
implementing proven practices or well-developed programs.

Operationally, this will require state education agencie,
to make better use of existing data, especially through the coor-
dination of compliance monitoring and accreditation data with

2
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testing and other indicators of achievement. In many states, it
will also require states to collect more data than they do now
and to strengthen their evaluation, research, and policy analysis
capabilities. States will also need new models for providing
technical assistance and new ways of more effectively utilizing,
or improving, the ability of existing agency staff to provide ap-
propriate assistance to schools and districts.

Developing needed capacity for state education agencies
will not be simple. In many states it will require some combina-
tion of internal reorganization, new staff capabilities, and ad-
ditional resources. However, state legislatures, which frequently
hold state agencies in low regard, will not easily agree to pro-
vide additional resources for what will appear to be the crea-
tion of an even larger bureaucracy. Also, in many states, local
administrators will he equally unenthusiastic about strengthening
an organization that is generally seen more as a source of head-
aches than of' genuine help.

States' Advantages

While states face obstacles to effectively leading a restruc-
turing of their educational systems, they enjoy some decided
advantages as well. States cannot lead independently of, or clear-
ly at odds with, other sources of influence such as local districts
or the federal government. However, because of their consider-
able formal authority, resources, and the opportunities for in-
fluence available to them, state governments will remain in a
dominant position in continuing eflbrts in educational reform.

specifically, states can capitalize on several advantages
to change the policy and political environment within which
education operates and provide visible examples of' new struc-
tural arrangements and educational practices.

Because education is a constitutional responsibility of
states, they have the authority to define the policy environment
in which it occurs. States control entry into the educational pro-
fession through licensure requirements for teachers and adminis-
trators. They define the successful "product" of the educational
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system by establishing high school graduation requirements.
Through the Carnegie unit, they establish the credits given a
course. Through testing and assessment programs, states estab-
lish performance and accountability standards. Through accred-
itation and approval standards, they define required and accept-
able programs of studies for students and professionals alike.

Without belaboring the point, state policies form a large
part of the context of the educational system. States also pro-
vide a significant share: of the resources for its daily operation.
Presumably, through careful manipulation of the regulatory en-
vironment and incentive system in which education operates,
states should be able to induce desired changes in local prac-
tice. This is far from automatic, however, and states still have
a long way to go to understand precisely what policy and regu-
latory changes will in fact produce, or increase the likelihood
of, such caanges at the local level.

In addition to formal authority, states can also wield con-
siderable influence with respect to the identification and formula-
tion of problems in education as well as to the nature of needed
solutions. Governors in particular have successfully used the
bully pulpit to focus public attention and mobilize support
throughout the decade. State education agencies are increas-
ingly institutionalizing this role through the use of indicator and
accountability systems through which data on educational per-
fin-mance arc regularly released to the public. When indicating
particular districts or schools, such data can begin to capture
the attention of their communities in addition to the state as
a whole. The point here is that states have the capacity to in-
fluence, if not alter, the political climate and culture of local
school districts and increasingly direct attention toward the per-
formance of local systems.

States also have the ability to support the creation of new
models of schools, largely through the support of pilot programs.
Such efforts can help make concrete ideas about what restruc-
tured schools might look like, draw attention to successful in-
novations, and provide support and encou -agernent to others
inclined to make similar efforts.
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Implications for State Action

In the context of both the challenges facing states and the
resources available to them, state action will be required in three
broad areas.

Setting Educational Goals. States must assume larger
responsibilities for setting educational goals and defining stan-
dards for student outcomes. This is a critical precondition to
providing greater discretion and flexibility to schools. Accom-
plishing this will require state action on several fronts.

State boards of education can begin by establishing long-
range educational goals that adequately reflect the knowledge
and higher-order skills graduates can be expected to need. Cur-
rently, few states seriously attempt to establish long-range educa-
tional goals. Historically, if educational goals were established
at all, they were too vague to guide policy development or
establish performance standards for schools and were forgotten
soon after they were established. In many states, descriptions
of desired student outcomes either take the form of vague pre-
scriptions for youngsters to reach their full potentials or highly
specified and lengthy lists of instructional objectives reflecting
subject matter course requirements. There must be a middle
ground.

States should institute a long-range planning and goal
setting process to establish educational goals to meet the broad
societal needs schools must serve (Cohen, 1987; National Asso-
ciation of State Boards of Education (NASBE) Task Force,
1987). Desired outcomcs must focus educators' attention and
efforts on teaching important knowledge and skills while giv-
ing them the freedom to make curricular and instructional deci-
sions about how best to accomplish these outcomes.

Setting appropriate goals is an important first step, but
in order to have an impact on educational practice, goals must
be linked to state testing and assessment programs. In many
states, this will require replacing existing minimum competen-
cy tests, which focus exclusively on basic skills, with newly
developed instruments for assessing higher-order skills.
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In developing new assessment tools and procedures, sev-
eral issues should be addressed. First, assessment systems can
have powerful effects on curriculum and instruction, especially
if such serious consequences as promotion or graduation depend
on student performance (Resnick and Resnick, 1985). If tests
are designed to be "taught to," as is the case with advanced place-
ment tests, they can be powerful tools for shaping the local cur-
riculum and making it more rigorous. They also can provide
useful feedback to educators and incentives to students.

In order to work this way, tests should be linked to a
specific program of study rather than assessing knowledge e`
a broad curricular domain. Further, tests must measure the
depth of knowledge and higher-order skills required of students.
If they continue to reflect only minimum competencies, they
are likely to restrict what teachers attempt to do and thus lower
educational standards and performance for all but the weakest
students.

Second, assessment tools geared to higher-order skills may
take different forms than those of most existing state testing pro-
grams (Archbald and Newman, 1988). Continued reliance on
multiple-choice or short-answer questions is simply not adequate.
Rather, assessment tools are needed that require students to syn-
thesize, integrate, and apply knowledge and data to complex
problems. They should present tasks for which no one answer
is right but for which a range of solutions may be possible. These
may take the form of essays, projects, or other demonstrations
of competence, such as those called for in Theodore Sizer's Coali-
tion of Essential Schools. Scoring systems that rely on expert
judgment rather than simply checking for the correct answer
arc an essential part of these assessment tools.

Third, while states should develop assessment tools that
effectively shape local curriculum and student preparation, they
should also seek to ensure that the same measures do not overly
restrict local curricular choices and instructional approaches,
or else the benefits of increased school autonomy also will be
restricted.

Fourth, states need to be wary of the danger that any par-
ticular assessment tool can have unintended effects on schooling

)
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by overly narrowing the focus of educators to only those out-
comes that are measured. This danger can be mitigated in part
by making sure that what is measured is truly valued, so that
teachers give attention to the most important educational out-
comes. It also can be mitigated by developing a system of in-
dicators that accurately reflect the many goals schools have. Not
only do we want average improvement gains, we also want to
ensure substantial gains for the lowest-achieving students. Al-
though we want to improve cognitive skills, we also need to
reduce the dropout rate. And not only do we value students'
presence in schools, we also value their self-esteem, the degree
of satisfaction that they and their parents feel about their schools,
and the willingness of students to pursue a variety of learning
opportunities beyond formal schooling.

Stimulating Local Innovation. Improvement in educa-
tional productivity and the professionalization of teaching will
require new ways of organizing schools that allow more varied
instructional arrangements, greater collegial interaction among
teachers, and greater teacher involvement in decision making.
Although the need for restructuring is clear, notions of how
schools could be restructured are not yet well developed. New
concepts regarding restructuring must emerge through carefully
supported local efforts, where new ideas can emerge from and
be tested against the realities of schools and classrooms. Con-
sequently, states must provide leadership by

Articulating a vision of restructured schools
Encouraging local experimentation with various forms of
school organization
Reducing unnecessary administrative and regulatory bar-
riers to experimentation with promising approaches
Providing ongoing implementation support and technical
assistance to schools and districts trying new approaches
Linking rewards and sanctions for schools to their perfor-
mance
Researching and disseminating results to other schools
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Several states have already taken the initiative in this area by
supporting pilot or demonstration programs at the school level.
While this is an important first step, states will need to decide
how to similarly encourage restructuring of entire local districts,
altering the role of the local board and central office. They will
also need to develop strategies for both institutionalizing and
expanding the pilot program to other schools.

Rethinking State Accountability Systems. Successfully re-
structuring schools will require states to rethink the nature and
mix of the accountability mechanisms on which they rely. States
will need to fashion school systems that focus on educational
outcomes and that provide strong incentives for improved results
throughout the system by linking performance with rewards and
sanctions.

Historically, states have regulated local educational prac-
tices largely by setting standards for inputs into the education
system, for example, expenditures per pupil, availability of in-
structional resources. staff qualifications, program offerings,
and the like. States rarely attempted directly to influence the
nature of educational practices by regulating teaching methods
or curriculum content. Nor have they collected or used infor-
mation on educational outcomesstudent performanceas part
of their regulatory or accountability systems. With rare excep-
tions, states have not applied sanctions to schools or districts
for failure to meet state standards, though they have had statu-
tory authority to withhold funds or force consolidation of dis-
tricts that did not comply. In short, states have relied on a set
of bureaucratic regulations of educational inputs largely to pro-
vide legitimacy to an otherwise unregulated system (Meyer and
Rowan, 1978).

In the past decade, states have begun to tighten and
strengthen their aczountability strategies. First, beginning in
the mid-1970s, states have incorporated minimum competency
testing into their policy frameworks. Thus, they began to spec-
ify and measure outcome standards. However, the standards
were often set relatively low, focusing exclusively on basic skills
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performance. Typically, states did relatively little beyond col-
lecting and reporting test scores, relying on their publicity to
stimulate and inform local improvement efforts.

Second, several states have begun recently to incorporate
into their regulatory systems the findings of effective schools
research, which has helped them to establish standards for such
educational practices as staff development, goal setting, the prin-
cipal's leadership, and the like. Thus, in addition to regulating
inputs and inspecting results, many states also have begun to
regulate educational practices.

Third, there is renewed interest among states in develop-
ing appropriate sanctions for poor performance or noncompli-
ance with state standards. For example, Arkansas forces school
districts that fail to meet its revised accreditation standards to
dissolve and consolidate with a neighboring district. And both
South Carolina and New Jersey have developed procedures for
the state to intervene to manage and/or govern local districts
that fail to meet state standards. In New York state, schools
with the lowest academic performance must participate in a
school improvement program that receives state-sponsored tech-
nical assistance.

These developments in state accountability systems have
occurred at a time when state attention has focused largely on
improving the quality of the most poorly performing schools
and districts in the state. In the past, state efforts were devoted
to raising the floor of educational performance; as states turn
their attention to raising the ceiling, they will reed to rethink
their approach to holding schools and districts accountable. More
specifically, they will need to address several broad issues.

First, states must link the accountability system with the
assessment system, so that accountability focuses primarily on
how well schools produce desired results, framed in terms of
school goals.

Second, states must fashion systems that focus on the
school and the district simultaneously. Holding individual schools
accountable for student performance recognizes that schools are
the primary means for providing instruction and the basic build-
ing blocks for reform. It is consistent with the overall call for

el
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promoting greater school autonomy and acknowledges the often
substantial differences in performance between schools within
the same district. However, because schools operate under the
direction, policy guidance, support system, and resource con-
straints of the local district, accountability systems must be
designed to hold both schools and districts accountable for school
performance.

Third, states will need to set appropriate performance
standards for schools. Therc are three different standards of corn-
parision the state can use to judge the adequacy of school per-
formance: absolute standards, comparative standards, or im-
provement standards.

When absolute standards arc used, the performance of
each school or district is compared with some fixed, predeter-
mined standards. For example, the state might require 85 per-
cent of the students in every school to pass state tests, or it might
set a goal of no greater than a 5 percent dropout rate for each
school. Such an approach enables the accountability system to
reflect state goals and targets equally throughout the system.
However, it also means that such an accountability system will
serve largely to distinguish upper middle class schools from those
serving predominately poor students, since school performance
and student body composition will be highly correlated.

In contrast, a comparative approach judges a school's per-
formance only against those of schools serving similar student
bodies. Such an approach offers several advantages. It is likely
to be perceived as legitimate by educators. 1)ecause it recognizes
that socioeconomic and other resource factors influence school
performance. Schools that serve predominately poor and minor-
ity students will have opportunities to succeed because they will
be, essentially, competing against one another. At the same time,
it reduces the likelihood that schools serving more all' Ltent stu-
dents will become complacent, because they, too, will be mea-
sured against similar schools. Thus, low-perfbrming schools that
seldom have opportunities to be recognized for success will find
it possible to receive recognition for their efforts. Schools in
affluent communities, for whom recogniton can often be a func-
tion of their clients rather than their effectiveness, will be chal-
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lenged by the efforts of other schools with equally advantaged
student bodies. However, this approach also has some disad-
vantages. It sets lower standards for schools with large concen-
trations of poor students. If these standards remain low, ulti-
mately it will work to the disadvantage of the most at-risk students.

When improvement standards are used, a school's per-
formance is judged against its own previous performance. Any
school that shows significant gains, regardless of its starting
point, is viewed as successful and deserving of reward. This ap-
proach makes it possible for virtually all schools to be successful
(except those at the very top with little room for additional im-
provement). It increases the likelihood that low-performing
schools will be viewed as successful simply because progress is
easier to achieve when one starts at the bottom.

The three standards of comparison arc not mutually ex-
clusive. Each offers unique advantages and disadvantages. If
carefitlly combined, they ought to provide rewards for outstand-
ing performance and powerful incentives for continued improve-
ment throughout the system.

A fourth accountability issue needs to be addressed: Once
standards are set, states need to link rewards to performance.
Although rewards may take a variety of forms, such as recogni-
tion and flexibility, there is reason to believe that discretionary dol-
lars for the school should be an important feature of any reward
system. The reason is not that additional dollars will motivate
school staff to work harder. Rather, additional resources can pow-
erfully underscore both the intrinsic satisfaction and the external
recognition that comes with success. In addition, the school's deci-
sion about the use of additional resources can foster the sharing
of problem solving among school staff members.

Finally, for schools that persistently fail to show improve-
ment or meet performance standards, states must develop ap-
propriate forms of intervention. State intervention strategies may
involve a sequence of steps, including requirements for schools
and school districts to develop and implement improvement
plans, providing assistance in the development and implemen-
tation of such plans, specifying the steps the school or district
must take in order to meet standards, or ultimately, some more
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forceful intervention, such as consolidation or state takeover of
the district.

In moving toward performance-oriented accountability
systems, states will need to review existing approaches to regu-
lating educational inputs and practices. Greater emphasis on
outcomes and performance must be balanced with the value of
regulations regarding input for ensuring equality of educational
opportunity, especially for students residing in rural, small, or
poor districts, and with the potential of carefully crafted educa-
tional process and practice standards to effectively organize and
inform local planning and school improvement efforts.

Aside from the need to sort out various regulatory ar-
rangements, states also need to consider other possible account-
ability mechanisms. For example, a system that relies heavily
on diversity and autonomy of local schools can accommodate,
if not capitalize on, market mechanisms of control (for exam-
ple, Elmore, 1986; Kearns and Doyle, 1988). Although this ap-
proach can take a number of forms, the underlying principle
involves providing opportunities for students and their parents
to enroll in the schooi or educational program of their choice.
The assumption here is that if enrollment and funding levels
are linked, schools will have an incentive to make themselves
as attractive to students and parents as possible. Variability of
educational programs among schools can allow for careful match-
ing of school and student preferences and needs, presumably
boosting productivity in the process.

Another approach to accountability relies on professional
mechanisms of control. A professional control model essentially
turns over decisions about appropriate educational practice to
a self-regulating profession. It presumes that a well-developed
knowledge base informs the training, certificatk,a, and evalua-
tion of teachers, and that working conditions allow highly trained
professionals to exercise judgment and employ the most appro-
priate instructional practices. One attraction of increased pro-
fessional control is its potential to attract and retain highly
talented individuals in the profession.

Within the educational system, few mechanisms are
already in place that can form the basis of a professional system

3L
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of control. The National Board for Professional Teaching Stan-
dards, established by the Carnegie Forum on Education and
the Economy, is intended to be such a mechanism. It will enable
the profession to establish standards for the certification of high
levels of teaching competence. There are proposals to create com-
parable boards at the state level for the licensure of beginning
teachers as well. In most states, licensure responsibilities cur-
rently reside in lay state boards of education, which are expected
to act on behalf of the broad public interest. States must carefully
examine whether both licensure and certification should be con-
trolled by the profession or whether licensure more appropriately
should be controlled by agents of the public.

To stimulate continuous school improvement, states must
analyze carefully and determine the most appropriate mix of
professional, market, outcome, process, and input systems of
educational accountability. They also must develop an appro-
priate set of incentives and sanctions attached to accountability
mechanisms. The task of states is not to select the single best
approach; rather, it is to sort out which mix of control strategies,
rewards, and sanctions will contribute most effectively to im-
provements of student outcomes according to each state's cir-
cumstances.

Conclusion

The preceding analysis has argued that the challenges fac-
ing the educational system are fundamentally different from
those it has confronted in the past, largely because of significant
changes in the economic and social fabric of the country. Re-
sponding to these new challenges will require a fundamental
restructuring of schools, especially of the way instruction is pro-
vided and the way staff roles and responsibilities are defined.
However, needed changes in schools cannot occur without cor-
responding changes in the way that local school districts and
state education agencies and programs operate. States and dis-
tricts alike must find ways to create an emphasis on performance
and results throughout the educational system. Local districts
will need to find ways to shift greater decision-making author-

_.o
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ity and responsibility to schools in order to enhance professional
and parental involvement in decision making and ways to pro-
vide resources and other forms of support and assistance to in-
dividual schools. States, in turn, must significantly strengthen
their efforts to set educational goals and assess school perfor-
mance, provide rewards and sanctions linked to performance,
and stimulate local diversity and experimentation. Only by mak-
ing concordant changes at the school, district, and state levels
will the educational system be able to respond to the challenges
of the coming decade.
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Conclusion:
Toward a Transformation
of Public Schooling

Richard F. Elmore

This book has presented an analytical view of the major themes
underlying school restructuring. It has examined school restruc-
turing from the perspective of the individual school, examin-
ing alternative conceptions of the core technology of schools,
conceptions of teachers' work, and relations between schools and
their clients. Also, it has examined school restructuring from
the perspecti,Te of the broader political system, examining policy
options at the local and state levels. Its main message is that
school restructuring has a number of possible meanings and may
have a number of possible 'onsequences for the organization
and effectiveness of schools, depending on the specific proposals,
the conditions under which restructuring occurs, and the political
stakes of the different actors involved.

In this brief conclusion, I would like to speculate about
the issues policymakers and practitioners will confront as they
undertake school restructuring and about the political prospects
for restructuring reforms. It is risky to speculate about anything
as complex as school restructuring, so I will hedge my predic-
tions by considering three possible scenarios rather than an
estimate of the likely outcome of restructuring efforts. The three
scenarios define a continuum extending from the maximum to
the minimum effects to be expected from such efforts. They
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provide a way of sorting through the possible consequences of
school restructuring.

Scenario 1: Transformation

One possible scenario is that the current interest in restruc-
turing schools signals a major transformation of American
schooling, from a traditional bureaucratic form to a completely
different form that is not yet fully specified. This new form of
organization would attach much less importance to standardiza-
tion, central bureaucratic control, and externally imposed rules
as means of controlling the performance of schools, and more
importance to school inquiry and problem solving, school auton-
omy, professional norms, and client choice.

What might schools look like after this transformation?
The content, pedagogy, and technology of instruction might shift
in the direction of what Rowan (in this volume) has called a
"diagnostic" perspective. This shift would place significantly
greater responsibility on schools and teachers to develop clearer
strategies for dealing with student diversity and closer connec-
tions with the school's clients. A change in the technology of
instruction would necessitate a change in the definith. n of teachers'
work, as Sykes, Gideonse, and Moore Johnson (in this volume)
suggest, entailing more flexible use of teacher time, more teacher-
initiated inquiry, greater reliance on teacher judgment in the
construction of the curriculum, and greater teacher participa-
tion in evaluation of their peers. Likewise, changes in instruc-
tional technology and teachers' functions would necessitate major
changes in the organization of authority and the responsibilities
of schools, as Raywid (in this volume) suggests, with emphasis
placed on decision making at the school level and on the substitu-
tion of process controls and client choice for standardized out-
put measures.

Transformational changes of this type imply the presence
of certain political and social conditions. For example, broad
changes in the core technology of schooling would require reform
of state and local policies on curriculum, research, development,
and professional education and their alignment around a com-
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mon conception of what schools should do. Institutionally, this
alignment would involve actors with diverse roles and interests.
State and local curriculum specialists, professional development
specialists, university teachers and researchers, and the like,
would have to orchestrate their interests around a common set
of purposes. Likewise, major changes in the definition of teachers'
work would require alignment of teacher educational programs,
certification policies, collective bargaining agreements, and
management practices in local school systems. The major ac-
tors would be teacher educators, teacher organizations, and
teachers in local schools. Finally, major changes in the gover-
nance structure of local schools would require changes in state
and local staffing policies, curriculum and testing policies, and
training and support for school-level personnel, and a major
outreach to parents. The major actors would be local school
boards and administrators, state and local testing and measure-
ment experts, community leaders, and school-level personnel.

This quick inventory suggests that the transformational
scenario is not very likely to occur, for at least three reasons.
First, the alignment of political and institutional interests neces-
sary to produce the required changes in policy and practice is
so extensive and complex that the likelihood of its occurrence
over a broad scale is slim. This is not to say that something ap-
proaching this alignment will not occur, or is not already oc-
curring, in a few local settings, as Jane David (in this volume)
suggests. But, as we shall see in .a moment, this type of move-
ment leads to a different set of outcomes.

Second, the alignment of political interests required to
produce change on the scale required by the transformational
scenario is inherently unstable. These interests cut across almost
every major institutional, jurisdictional, and professional bound-
ary in education, including teacher/administrator, school/
district, state/local, university/school, and researcher/practitioner
boundaries. The closest historical analogy to the kind of change
suggested by the transformational scenario is the progressive
era in the United States. For a relatively short period of time,
the political, administrative, and educational progressives were
aligned around a common ideology that produced a large volume
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of reform, both inside and outside education. While these re-
forms resulted in extensive changes in many settings, it was not
long before political and administrative versions of progres-
sivism, with their heavy emphasis on managerial expertise and
rational administration, developed tensions with the educational
version of progressivism, with its emphasis on spontaneity, diver-
sity, and discovery. A common ideology, in other words, failed
to resolve important individual and institutional differences.

Third, there is at least one glaring inconsistency in the
idea that school restructuring would create a transformation of
American education. One of the key insights behind restruc-
turing schools is the idea that the overall improvement of Amer-
ican education depends on getting individual schools to operate
more effectively as organizations. Those who propose school
restructuring have a bias toward changing the system by chang-
ing individual schools; according to them, systemwide change
will occur by lodging greater responsibility with people who work
in schools. If this really is the central insight of school restruc-
turing, then it seems contradictory to argue that all schools will
or should change in the same way as a result of school restruc-
turing, since to do so, schools would all have to arrive spon-
taneously at more or less the same solutions to highly complex
problems of content, pedagogy, technology, organization, and
governance. Lodging a high degree of discretion with schools
is, in other words, inconsistent with broad uniform effects.

While the transformational scenario is a useful thought
experiment for understanding the conditions necessary to pro-
duce school restructuring on a broad scale, it is an unlikely result
of the present reforms. Two other possibilities are more likely
adaptive realignment and cooptation.

Scenario 2: Adaptive Realignment

While it is highly unlikely that political and institutional
interests will spontaneously align themselves around a new
transformed understanding of schooling, it is much more likely
that significant shifts of alignments of key interests will occur
in response to changes in the political and social environment
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of schooling, and that these realignments could have significant
and enduring effects on the way many schools operate.

For example, important changes are presently occurring
in the labor market for teachers. Whether or not a "teacher short-
age" is imminent, the labor pool from which teachers will have
to be drawn is changing, as is the range of opportunities available
to the pool from which teachers have been drawn in the past.
These changes in the labor pool will drive some school systems
to compete for teachers by offering them significantly different
working conditions, in addition to the traditional salary in-
ducements. The demography of metropolitan areas is also chang-
ing, with larger concentrations of the extremely poor and the
affluent and an erosion of the traditional middle class constit-
uency for the public schools. These changes could produce
pressures for urban and suburban school systems to become
more responsive to differences among student populations and
to develop more self-conscious strategies for attracting and re-
taining middle class and affluent parents in public schools char-
acterized by greater student diversity.

Also, the balance of power between federal, state, and
local jurisdictions has shifted significantly in the past decade,
with significant shifts in both financial support and authority
for key domestic educational programs from the federal and local
levels to the states. The increasing amount of regulatory and
financial responsibility for education borne by the states is
already provoking a reconsideration of the relationship between
states and school districts and a search for ways to decentralize
decision making.

The point of these examples is that there are forces in the
social and political environment of schooling that could push
schools in the direction of restructuring. But these forces are
not uniformly distributed, nor is the interest and capacity of
policymakers and educators to engage in restructuring as a
response to these forces. Hence, a likely scenario is that a signif-
icant number of states and school districts will take major school
restructuring initiatives as a response to pressing social and
political problems and pursue the initiatives as long as pressures
persist. How much restructuring occurs, then, will be a function
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of how pressing the problems are, how well school restructur-
ing responds to those problems, and how ingenious school prac-
titioners and researchers are at grafting school restructuring onto
a broader political agenda.

Changes in the content, pedagogy, and technology of
schooling can, for example, be grafted onto the broader issue
of responding constructively to the increasing social diversity
of metropolitan areas, changes in the working conditions of
teachers onto the issue of attracting and retaining a middle
class workforce in cities, and changes in school governance onto
the issue of improving the responsiveness and efficiency of ur-
ban public services. These issues could significantly realign
established political and institutional interests, since specific
gains could result from specific changes. Public schools can
gain increased enrollment by appealing more effectively to
specific constituencies, teachers increased autonomy and bet-
ter working conditions by putting themselves in the role of solv-
ing pressing and highly visible problems, and parents and
teachers more control over schools by using improved respon-
siveness and increased effectiveness as arguments for changes
in governance.

Specific changes in the organization of schools some of
them potentially far - reaching are possible. then, if the changes
are seen as solutions to pressing social and political problems
and if they have tangible pay-offs for key constituencies. But
the underlying dynamics of this process are adaptive rather than
transformational. The formulations of the problems and the ar-
ray of political interests aligned around these problems will vary
significantly from one setting to another. The range of organi-
zational solutions will likewise vary from one setting to another.
School restructuring, then, will become a series of strategic
responses to a set of pressing problems, organized around a cer-
tain set of themes, rather than a comprehensive template for
the transformation of schools. It is also worth noting that adap-
tation is not necessarily synonymous with incrementalism. If
the problems of metropolitan areas arc as serious as they seem,
some solutions might be quite hold.

There is already significant evidence that this process of
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adaptive realignment is happening in places like Dade County,
Florida, Rochester, New York, and Jefferson County, Kentucky.
So this scenario seems to conform better to initial experience
than the transformational one.

There are, however, two major problems with this sce-
nario. The first and most obvious one is that if school restruc-
turing is simply an extension of Tip O'Neill's famous dictum
that "all politics is local," then the likelihood is high that it will
become a scattered collection of isolated experiments without
any coherent set of themes. While it seems more plausible to
think about school restructuring as driven by immediate and
tangible problems and interests, the result of this process, left
to its own devices, is much variation that can only be explained
by local variables over which no one has much control.

The second major problem with the adaptive realignment
scenario is that there is no guarantee that the restructuring it
produces will change the conditions of teaching and learning
for teachers and students. There are a variety of ways for edu-
cators and politicians to appear to be responding to pressing
political and social problems without doing much about the con-
tent, pedagogy, technology, working conditions, or governance
of schooling.

In order for adaptive realignment to produce any broad,
significant change of the key aspects addressed by restructur-
ing, specific restructuring efforts in specific settings have to be
informed by a broad agenda that puts the conditions of teaching
and learning at the center of restructuring and also creates
political and professional networks with an interest in reinforc-
ing that agenda that transcend states and localities. If there is
not major emphasis by national networks of educators and
policymakers on the basic message of restructuring, which is
that the rationale for changes in structure and governance is
changing the conditions of teaching and learning, then it is highly
unlikely that adaptive realignment will produce anything more
than a series of interesting prototypes. One of the features that
seems to distinguish the current interest in restructuring from
other recent reform initiatives is that it is being adopted by both
educators and policymakers.

LSi
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Scenario 3: Cooptation

The most pessimistic scenario, of course, is that states and
localities will embrace school restructuring as a label for what
they are already doing and discard the substance. Large public
school bureaucracies. the argument goes. typically adopt the
rhetoric of reform without seriously altering their organization
or modes of operation. As noted in the introduction to this book.
there is much evidence to support the proposition that the daily
realities of teaching and learning in schools were set long ago
by enduring social and institutional forces and that periodic at-
tempts to reform schools have never succeeded in changing these
realities in anything more than superficial or short-lived ways.
Indeed. in the absence of external political pressures like those
outlined in the previous section. it seems unlikely that school
systems will be obliged even to adopt the rhetoric of school
restructuring. much less the substance.

The major flaws in the cooptation argument. however.
are twofold. First. large bureaucracies do not persist in existing
procedures and practices just because they want to: they do so
because it is functional. Stable processes and organizational
structures are functional in that they both hold individuals with
potentially divergent interests together and generate predict-
ability and support from the political environment. When con-
ditions change both inside and outside large bureaucracies. they
change, often by way of the kind of adaptive responses outlined
above. Sometimes they change in major ways. So it is not ac-
curate to say that the only response of school bureaucracy to
innovation is cooptation. School systems could respond by
significantly changing content. pedagogy. technoloc4-y. working
conditions. and governance if they perceive such changes to be
functional in maintaining themselves as organizations and in
solidifying their relations with the political. social. and economic
environment that supports them.

The second flaw in the cooptation scenario is that it

presents school bureaucracies as unitary. value-maximizing units
when. in fact. school systems are more accurately portrayed as
tollettions of loosely coupled interest, When one looks at school
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systems as loose collections of interests, one can see it is possi-
ble that many of the pressures for restructuring will come from
within the systems themselves. As it becomes more difficult for
some systems to recruit and retain good teachers and adminis-
trators, for example, it is plausible to believe that they will use
their key position to change the way the system works. As
pressure mounts for more attention to results at the school level,
it is possible that school personnel and parents could form alliances
to extract more authority and resources from the system at large
in return for better performance on measures central adminis-
trators consider important. In other words, the possibilities for
diverse political alignments within a seemingly monolithic bu-
reaucracy are many.

While cooptation is an appealing point of departure for
predicting the likely effects of school-restructuring reforms, then,
it is in many ways as problematical as the transformation sce-
nario. Both views attribute a kind of uniformity to schools and
school systems that seems on its face to be suspect.

Overview

What this quick review of alternative scenarios demon-
strates, I think, is that the fate of school restructuring is in large
part a function of how actively various political interests use
restructuring to solve educational and social problems and the
degree to which they are willing to orchestrate their actions
around a common agenda that takes the conditions of teaching
and learning seriously. The weaker these factors, the more likely
it is that school restructuring will drift toward the coontation
scenario. The stronger these factors, the more likely it is that
school restructuring will result either in adaptive realignment
around significantly different types of schooling for significant
numbers of children or in a fundamental transformation of public
schooling.
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reveal that any true transformation of our
schools would require a unified agenda
that involves the input and commitment
of educators and policymakers at all levels.

"This book makes an important contri-
bution to the growing body of knowledge
on school reform. Richard Elmore and his
colleagues successfully weave together the
major issues surrounding contemporary
school change efforts with the political
and policy considerations with which
schools, districts, and states must grapple.
It is a 'must read' for anyone who cares
about schools, education, or the nation's
future"James W. Guthrie, professor of
education and director, Policy Analysis for
California Education.
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